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LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST 
SOCIETY, LIMITED. 


24, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, W.C. 


EsTaBLisHED 1853. 


Capital ... as ns abe ied FS . £400,000 
Debentures and Debenture Stock ... om -.. $208,180 
REVERSIONS BOUGHT. LOANS MADE THEREON. 


Proposal Forms and fuil information may be had at the Society’s Offices. 
- W. OSCAR NASH, F.I.A., Actuary and Sedetary. 


COMMERCIAL UNION 


ASSURANCE CO., LIMITED, 
NOW ISSUES FIDELITY GUARANTEE BONDS 
Which are universally accepted. 

MODERATE RATES TOGETHER WITH PROMPTITUDE 
TOTAL ASSETS EXCEED ° ° . . £5,000,000. 
HEAD OFFICE: 24/28, CORNHILL, E.C. 

FIRE, LIFE, MARINE, AND ACCIDENT. 


THE LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST 


SOCIETY, LIMITED, 
SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL - £1,000,000. PAID-UP + £100,000. 
RESERVE FUND - £116,000. 
FineLiry GUARANTEES OF ALL KINDS. ADMINISTRATION AND LUNACY 
BonDs, MoRrTGAGE, DEBENTURE, LICENSE, AND CONTINGENCY 
INSURANCE. TRUSTEESHIPS FOR DEBENTURE-HOLDERS, &C. 








HEAD OFFICE : 49, Chancery-lane, W.C. | CITY OFFICE: 56, Moorgate-street, E.C. 





IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
X In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of X 
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To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 





LO88 OR FORFRITURE OF THE LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtamed on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 

special valuation and ‘at low rates. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 





ESTABLISHED 1836. 





FUNDS - - - - - £ 3,000,000 
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YEARLY BUSINESS - - - $1,000,000 


BUSINESS IN FORCE -_ - £11,700,000 


JHE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 
‘N Wirxovr Prorrrs. 
The Rates for these Whole Eife Policies are very moderate. 
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£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results. 
Valuation at 2} p.c. :—Hm. Table of Mortality. 
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_Amount of Policy I £1,199 | “aiass | 21724 | 9,007 | 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue supcxs of the Chancery Division are so rapidly over- 
taking their lists that there is every likelihood of serious 
discomfort among those solicitors who, with a touching faith in 
the unchanging dilatoriness of the law, have set down their 
actions for ial at the usual stage of incomplete pre i 
These actions are now coming on, and applications are daily 
made for postponement. It is obviously unfair that an action 
some way down in the list should be accelerated to trial by the 
removal without just cause of a number of its ecessors. 
Bucxtey, J., therefore, recently formulated his views on the 
matter at some length, and warned litigants that he would 
not allow a case to —_ net! without some — 
shewn. Mere surprise and want o ion are not sufficient 
cause ; solicitors chould watch cae ten, end prepare accord- 
ingly. We believe that a like course is being adopted by the 
other judges as a uniform practice, and a satisfactory reason 
must be shewn even when both sides consent to 
ment. A certain amount of hardship must inevitably be 
caused by the discontinuance of actions, whether by settle- 
ment or otherwise, and it is unreasonable that this should 
be needlessly increased by capricious postponements, which 
would merely shift the inconvenience on to the parties in 
actions further down the list, in whom a lack of i 
is more excusable. The application of the rule y adds to 
the convenience of suitors in general, though there may no 
doubt be individual exceptions. 





Tue necessity of clear and useful expert evidence, for which 
a litigant bas often to pay a heavy price, is very obvious; and 
it follows that the court is right in insisting upon the mainten- 
ance of a high standard by skilled and witnesses. In this 
respect we recently (ante, p. 440) referred to the strictures 
passed by Farwstu, J., upon the evidence of surveyors called 
to support their affidavit evidence in a light-and-air action. 
The same learned judge, in a recent patent action, has 
expressed himself in the same sense in words which should 
be noted by those in the preparation and conduct 





of litigation. His } p said: ‘One, of course, discounts 
29 
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to some extent on both sides the evidence of experts who 
are called here to give the court assistance, but one does 
expect the experts to give one some assistance and not to be 
advocates arguing the case, irrespective or forgetful of the fact 
that they are on oath and ought not to assert anything which 
seems to them to serve the side on which they are called, whether 
it may or may not be in accordance with the facts.” 





Wrrs aut the favour which courts of equity shew to trust 
estates, it seems impossible to keep such an estate alive when 
the person in whom the absolute equitable interest is vested is 
also entitled to exactly the same interest at law. In other 
words, a man who is absolute owner is not allowed to 
be a trustee for himself, and accordingly ‘‘ by whatever 
means, whether by conveyance or otherwise, a person obtains 
the absolute ownership at law of the estate, though he 
acquired that by an equitable title, and both either come 
together or are afterwards united in him, the legal will prevail, 
the equitable is totally gone for the purpose of being acted on 
by any person in this court”: Selby v. Alston (3 Ves., p. 342). 
The principle has recently been applied by Farwe tt, J., in Re 
Selous (49 W. R. 440) under somewhat curious circumstances to 
the case of twoowners. A testator who died in 1890 bequeathed 
leasehold property to a trustee, in trust for his two 
daughters in equal shares as tenants in common, By a 
deed made in 1895 between the trustee and the daughters, 
the trustee, at the requeet and by the direction of the daughters, 
assigned the property to the daughters as joint tenants, the 
daughters giving him a joint covenant of indemnity against 
liability under the lease. The death of one of the daughters in 
1900 raised the question whether this conveyance had put an end 
to the equitable tenancy in common and had substituted a joint 
tenancy at law free from any equitable interest, so that the 
surviving daughter was entitled to the whole. This was the 
view that was taken by the learned judge. The rule that one 
person cannot be trustee for himself applies, he held, equally 
to the case of two absolute owners, and the daughters, by taking 
the conveyance, had lost their previous interests. The difference 
between a tenancy in common and a joint tenancy was not 
sufficient to avoid this result. It would seem to be clear also, 
on the form of the conveyance, that the daughters had no idea of 
keeping alive their former estates. 





Four caszs relating to the sale of beer containing arsenic 
were heard on the 13th inst. by a Divisional Court of three 
judges. In each case proceedings had been taken before 
magistrates under section 6 of the Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 
1875, which prohibits the sale to the prejudice of the purchaser 
of “‘ any article of food or any drug which is not of the nature, 
substance, and quality of the article demanded by such 
purchaser.” In ail the cases the arsenic had been introduced 
in the process of brewing, and the sellers against whom the 

ings were taken id not know of its existence in the 

- In Goulder v. Rook and Ormerod v. Bent the justices had 
found that, by reason of the presence of the arsenic, the beer was 
not of the nature, substance, and quality demanded, but in the 
former case there was a conviction while in the latter the 
summons was dismissed. The court held that the proceedings 
were rightly taken under section 6 and that a conviction was a 
necessary consequence of the findings of the justices. In 
Lee v. Bont and Palmer vy. Noblett the questions raised 
related to the terms of the analyst’s certificates under 
section 18 of the same Act of 1875. The certificates 
merely stated that the samples of beer contained arsenic or 
‘‘a serious quantity” of arsenic. The court held that the 
certificates ought to contain sufficient to enable the justices to 
decide the question of fact without further evidence, and that 
certificates in the forms adopted in these cases were insufficient. 
The form of cert.ficate given in the schedule to the Act pro- 
vides for the expression of the analyst’s opinion that “the said 
sample contained the as under, or the percentages of 


L parts 
gg ingredients as under”; and it has already been held 
in Nowby v. Sims (1894, 1 Q, B. 478) and Fortune v. Hanson 


constituent parts of the samples are bad. The decisions in. Las 
v. Bent and Palmer v. Noblett do not go beyond these authorities, 





As atrxgapy stated, the proceedings in the above-mentioned 
were taken under the above-mentioned section 6 of the Food 
and Drugs Act, 1875, and it was admitted that the publicang 
did ngt know, and could not be expected to know, that 
there was any poisonous matter in the beer. It is, 
however, well established that guilty knowledge need not 
be proved in order to obtain’ a conviction under section 6, 
and accordingly convictions were obtained in some of the cases, 
In other cases the magistrates refused to convict, holding 
that the existing state of things was provided for under section 
3 of the above-mentioned Act, which forbids any person “‘to 
mix, colour, stain, or powder any article of food with any 
ingredient or material so as to render the article injurious to 
health,” or to sell any article so mixed, coloured, stained, or 
powdered ; and that absence of guilty knowledge is, by section 
5, a good defence to a charge under section 3. Now it will 
probably not be denied that section 6 was intended to apply 
primarily to ordinary cases of commercial adulteration, 
such as adding water to milk, or foreign fat to butter. 
And for the protection of the public against this sort 
of fraud, it was thought well to make the seller in 
every case answerable for the purity of his wares. The 
section was never intended to apply to the much more serious 
offence of mixing poisonous ingredients with food ; the latter 
offence was dealt with separately, and not being a case of what 
may be called ordinary commercial adulteration, the Legislature 
did not see fit to make another exception to the law of mens rea, 
An Act of Parliament, however, very often is found to include 
much more than its framers expected, and here we have a 
case in point, for the court has decided that the selling of 
beer mixed with arsenic is an offence under section 6, and 
it has, therefore, confirmed the convictions and disapproved 
of the acquittal by the magistrates. The court is, no doubt, 
right, for it is hard to argue against the view that beer 
mixed with arsenic is not of the quality demanded. The result, 
all the same, is somewhat unfortunate, for there is considerable 
danger in adding to those cases in which a person may be 
criminally punished in the absence of any sort of guilty intent. 
Such a person is regarded as a martyr and his punishment can 
serve no useful purpose whatever. In the case of ordinary 
adulteration, the seller, by taking — precautions, can 
generally secure the purity of what he sells, and the ease with 
which responsibility can be put off on to other shoulders 
makes it necessary to make the seller answerable, as 
there is no other way to secure that he shall take the proper 
precautions. In the case, however, of poison in one of the 
commonest articles of food, where there is no reason to suspect 
its presence, all ordinary precautions are useless. The publican 
is rightly answerable if his beer is watered. It is within his 

ower to find that out, and it is a common fraud which should 

e guarded against. But he cannot be expected to guard 
against poison in his beer, the presence of which he has no 
reason to suspect nor any means of discovering. It is highly 
proper that every effort should be made to bring the responsi 
bility for the recent wholesale poisoning of beer home to the 
right door, but we cannot see any use in proceeding against 

ersons who are admitted by their prosecutors to be absolutely 

lameless in the matter. 


Two ESTEEMED and learned correspondents appear to have beeo 
a good deal exercised by the statement, in the article on Netainer 
in Administration in our last issue, that an executor’s right of 
retainer is extinguished if an order is made for administration 
of the estate in bankruptcy, The statement requires a li 
explanation. We did not intend to lay it dowa that an order 
for administration of the estate in bankruptcy destroyed the 
right ab initio, but that it prevented its subsequent exercise a4 
to assets not previously got in by the executor or administrator. 
As to assets previously got in, the executor or administrator 
the right to apply them instantly towarde satisfaction of his ow® 
debt, at least if he had not received notice of an appli 





(1696, 1 Q. B, 202) that certificates which did not state the 





for an order for administration in bankruptcy. Thus @ Be 
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Rhoades (47 W. R. 562; 1899, 2 Q. B, App. 352) an executrix, 
who was a creditor, had received assets, and an order for 
administration in bankruptcy was subsequently made, and Lord 
Justice Lrnpiey said in his judgment: ‘It is not denied that 
she had a right to retain and might have exercised it before 
the order was made, or, to be more accurate, before she knew 
that an application for such an order had been made. x parte 
Gilbert settled this.” He proceeded to hold that, as the 
executrix’s right of retainer had once accrued, it was not 
destroyed by her handing over the money which she had 
received to the official receiver in ignorance of her right 
of retainer. Such delivery was re as merely an adminis- 
trative act and not as a release of her right. The 
case of Ex parte Gilbert, to which Lord Justice Liypizy 
referred, is reported 46 W. R. 351, and 1898, 1 Q. B. 282. In 
that case an executrix had given notice to another creditor of 
the deceased that she claimed to retain the whole estate in 
satisfaction of a debt due to her. The other creditor then 
presented a petition under section 125 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1883, and procured an order for administration of the estate in 
bankruptcy and also the appointment of a trustee. The estate 
consisted of a leasehold place of business, some stock-in-trade, 
and book debts. The executrix yielded possession of the 
premises and stock-in-trade to the trustee under protest, and 
moved for an order that he should be directed to restore posses- 
sion of them to her. The trustee resisted this motion on the 
ground that an executrix could not retain unconverted assets in 
satisfaction of a money claim, and the decision was against this 
view; but on the question of the outstanding book debts, counsel 
for the executrix waived all claim, when called upon to reply, evi- 
dently feeling that it was settled law that outstanding assets vested 
in the trustee free from any right on the part of the personal 
representative. Furthermore, Wricur, J., in giving judgment, 
said: ‘‘I should have felt some difficulty as to the outstanding 
book debts in the face of the judgment of Corroy, L.J., in the 
case of Re Compton (30 Ch. D. 15), but I am relieved from that, 
because the executrix does not press her claim to them.” The 
case of Re Compton laid down the principle that an executor’s 
right of retainer only extends to funds actually or constructively 
in his possession, and this decision is further strengthened by 
the recent case of Putman v. Meadows (1901, 1 Ch. 233). Then, 


inasmuch as an order for administration of an estate in bank- 


ruptey transfers the right of getting in outstanding assets from 
the executor to the official receiver or trustee of the estate, it 
follows that the right of retainer is extinguished as to all such 
assets. 





Tux case of Dauncey v. Holloway, decided by the Court of 
Appeal on the 10th of May (Zimes, May 11), deserves 
to be noted. The action was for slander, the plaintiff 
being a practising solicitor. The words complained 
of were: ‘‘They tell me he (the plaintiff) has gone 
for thousands, not hundreds, is time,” and “I am 
told Mr. D. (the plaintiff) has lost thousands.” The words 
were wholly untrue, and were not justified in. way, but no 
special damage to the plaintiff was proved. ht the trial it 
appeared‘that the practice of the plaintiff consisted principally 

ec agg | and the arranging of sales and m 
of property, and that from time to time large sums of money 
came into his hands in relation to such matters. It was 
contended on his behalf that there was evidence that the words 
were spoken of him in his character of a solicitor and that the 
case ought to be left to the jury. Waicur, J., however, held 
that, in the absence of special samoge the words were not 
actionable, and directed judgment for the defendant. An appeal 
was brought, and the argument of the defendant before the 
Court of Appeal was that, upon a fair construction of the words, 
they could not be taken to convey any imputation on the 
plaintiff in his character as a solicitor, for they did not suggest 
that he was not able to carry on his business properly. The 
Court of Appeal adopted this view and dismissed the appeal. 
Taking the law to be as laid down by the Court of Appeal it is 
tather curious to contrast it with that affecting —one 
Tespecting the financial position of trader or merchant. It can 
maroaly be disputed that a merchant may lose large sums of 
money by unavoidable misfortune and that a statement that he had 











incurred such losses, like that respecting Anronto in ‘‘The Mer- 
chant of Venice,” would not necessarily convey any imputation 
upon him or suggest that he was unfit to carry on his business. 
But the law is that such a statement, if untrue, will expose the 
person who makes it to the risk of an action without any proof 
of special damage. Many years since, a ter was allowed 
to bring an action against a man who hed said that he was 
‘‘ broken,” though it was urged thata carpenter, even after he was 
broken, might be as good a ter as ever he was. The 
courts have said that in the case of a trader words suggesting 
an inability to pay debts are calculated to prevent him from 
having that credit which is at least useful, if not necessary, in 
his business. There is some di in seeing why such words 
will not — : affect a — entrusted gd ~ 
management of valuable property. “aad stag ition at the 
present day to demnap actions of slander without proof of 
special damage, but it must be remembered that they are often 
brought merely to obtain the withdrawal of statements which 
may ultimately, if not checked, do serious mischief. The 
Legislature has found it necessary within the last few years to 
interfere for the p of extending the law of defamation, 
and we think that the liability for statements imputing 
insolvency might well be increased. 





WHEN THE courts depart from the ordinary practice of judg- 
ing of the intention of the parties to a contract by the wor 
they have used, and look beyond the words to discover that in- 
tention in the circumstances of the transaction, they embark upon 
a course of doubtful utility and open the way for litigation. 
Such has been the case with the well-known line of decisions as 
to the effect of describing a fixed sum made payable upon a 
breach of contract as either a penalty or liquidated damages. 
These expressions do no more than give a primd facie indi- 
cation of the meaning of the parties, and before it can be said 
with any confidence that a sum is a penalty—so as in effect to 
give a right only to unliquidated damages — or liquidated 
damages—so as to give a right to recover the specified 
amount—a careful inquiry must be made as to the relation 
between this sum and the nature of the breaches in respect 
of which it is payable. It is probable that the whole doctrine 
in question arose from the absurdity of allowing payment of 
a fixed sum as liquidated damages to be enforced on breach 
of an agreement to pay a fixed smaller sum, and in such cases 
the larger sum is treated as a penalty, notwithstanding that 
the language used indicates the contrary: Astley v. Weldon, 
(2B. & 546). On the other hand, a fixed sum made payable 
on the breach of a single stipulation, not itself involving pay- 
ment of a sum of smaller amount, will be treated as liquidated 
damages. Of this nature were the sums fixed in Ae dn 
Arbitration between White and Arthur (TZimes, 3rd inst.), 
decided by a Divisional Court (Kanxepy and Paiio«ors, JJ.) 
recently. A contract had been made for the installation of 
electric lighting in a theatre which was in course of erection. 
Upon noncompletion of part of the work by a certain date a 
“penalty” of £15 a day was to be payable, and upon non- 
completion of the remainder by another date a “ penalty” of 
£3 a day, so | as the respective portions of the work 
remained unfinished. These sums were made payable each in 
respect of a breach of a single stipulation not involving payment 
of money, and hence, according to the test stated above, they 
were liquidated d notwithstanding that they were 
described as penalties. Law v. Local Board of Redditch (1892, 
1 Q. B. 127) the circumstances were similar, save that the sum 
was there described as ‘‘ liquidated damages,” and it was held 
to be such. The decision in the present case was to the 
same effect. A different case arises where the sum is made 

yable upon breach of any one of a number of stipulations. 

sually it will be treated as a liquidated sum, but if the breach 
of one or more of the stipulations involves payment of a smaller 
fixed sum of money or is trivial in its nature, then the —~ 
construction prevails, and the sum payable, being a penalty, is 
reduced to the amount of the loss actually sustained: Wellis v. 
Smith (31 W. R. 214, 21 Ch. D, 243), Biphinstone v. Monkland 
Iron Co, (356 W. R. 17, 11 App. Cas. 332). 


In att factories.and places of business where large numbers 
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of hands are employed, it is manifestly most important that the 
employers should have some easily applied means of keeping 
order. It seems manifest that disorder must be a hindrance to 
the due progress of any business. The readiest way of gaining 
this end seems to be the infliction of small fines for acts of 
disorder. By the Truck Act, 1896, however, no fine can be 
inflicted, unless the act or omission in respect of which the fine 
is imposed is ‘‘ specified” in a notice posted in a conspicuous 
place on the premises or in a written contract signed by the 
workman, and is “likely to cause damage or loss to the employer 
or interruption or hindrance to his business.’ In the recent 
case of Squire v. Bayer this notice in the respondents’ factory 
provided that a fine should be payable by anyone failing to 
“‘observe good order and decorum.” Under this rule small 
fines were deducted from the wages of certain girls who, by 
dancing, singing, and music on the premises, had made a great 
noise and raised much dust. The appellant, a factory inspector, 
had thereupon taken proceedings against the respondents under 
section 4 of the Act for making an illegal deduction, on the 
ground that the rule did not sufficiently specify the acts for 
which the fines were inflicted. The magistrates found 
as a fact that there had been disorder, and that the 
disorder was such as to cause damage and loss to the 
employer. They also decided that the act was sufficiently 
specified, and they accordingly dismissed the summons. 
Against this decision the inspector appealed to the High Court 
without success, and the decision is of considerable importance 
to large employers of labour. The Lord Chief Justice said 
it was going much too far to say that “good order and 
decorum ” is too general. In fact if rules are to be made for 
keeping order in a factory it is quite impossible to specify 
accurately every possible act of disorder. If any attempt were 
made to do so, a crowd of young factory girls or boys might 
safely be trusted to discover some act of disorder which had no 
place in the list, and the attempt would prove vain. It must be 
remembered that acts only make those committing them liable 
to a fine when the acts are likely to cause damage, loss, or 
hindrance. It is, then, clearly a question of fact for magistrates 
to decide whether an act complained of was disorder, and 
whether it was such an act as to cause damage, loss, or 
hindrance.’ If the magistrates answer these questions in the 
affirmative, it would be most mischievous if the law were such 
that a, fine would be illegal, as then employers would have no 
remedy for disorder except wholesale dismissals with all the 
danger of strikes and other troubles likely to follow thereon. 





Oveut Law students to be urged to visit the Law Courts more 
frequently than they do, in the hope of gaining knowledge by 
listening to the cases which are heard and decided there? That 
they should do so was rather strongly suggested at the annual 
dinner of the Law Students’ Debating Society on Monday last, 
and a hope was expressed that seats would be reserved for 
students in the King’s Bench Division. We rather fancy the 
truth is that, while it is easy enough to learn something in the 
Law Oourts, it is equally easy to waste a great deal of time there. 
If the student remains in the seat assigned to him (as it was in 
the old Court of Queen’s Bench at Guildhall) he may be favoured 
with a heavy commercial case in which witnesses are examined 
at merciless length and piles of correspondence are read. A 
case like this is more likely to exhaust the student 
than to teach him anything. On the other hand, it might well 
be that in a court sitting at the same time, and where no seat 
was provided, there might be a succession of cases illustrating 
many pointe of practice and law. Who is to help the student 
——s him where he should go, and where the most profit- 
able cases are likely to be heard? Some assistance of this kind 
would be worth even more than the assignment of a definite 
seat in the court. 








In the King’s Bench Division on Wednesday, before Mr. Justice Bidley 
and 4 common jury, was taken, says the Tims, the case of Boley v. Bloggs 
Brewery (Limited). The learned judge, in summing up to the jury, suid 
that the writ in the action was dated the 28th of January, 1901, and it 


MORTGAGES HELD ON JOINT ACCOUNT. 


In THE case of Powell v. Brodhurst (reported elsewhere) Farwet, 
J., has given an important decision with reference to the 
discharge of a mortgage which is held by trustees on a joint 
account. It is practically the invariable custom when 
trustees advance money on mortgage to keep the trusts off the 
title to the mortgaged property, and it is well settled that this 
can be effectually done, the mere recital that the advance is 
made out of moneys held on joint account not being sufficient to 
fix the mortgagor with notice of the trust. ‘It is admitted,” 
said Pzarson, J., in Re Harman and Uxbridge and Rickmansworth 
Railway Co. (31 W.R. 857, 24 Ch. D. 720), ‘that, according to 
a very convenient practice, it is usual, when a mortgage is made to 
trustees, to keep the trusts off the face of the mortgage deed, and 
to introduce a recital that the persons who are in fact trustees are 
entitled to the mortgage money on a joint account, and it is ad- 
mitted that in such a case the court has always refused to makeany 
inquiry into the trusts, because to do so would defeat a practice 
which has been introduced for the benefit of her Majesty’s 
subjects.” And again: ‘ Everyone knows that when in a 
mortgage deed the mortgage money is stated to belong to several 
persons on a joint account, those persons are, in ninety-nine 
cases out of a hundred, trustees of the money, and yet the court 
has always resolutely refused to go behind the recital, or to 
inquire what the trusts are.” The efficacy of the practice of 
framing conveyances so as to keep them free from notices of 
trusts was affirmed also by Ounrrry, J., in Carritt v. Real and 
Personal Advance Co. (37 W. R. 677, 42 Ch. D. 263), “ It appears 
to me,” he said, ‘‘ that I am not at liberty to say at this day 
that, where purchasers are dealing with real estate or leasehold 
estate, they are not entitled to frame their deeds (so long as 
they do not make any direct misrepresentation on the face of 
them) according to the ordinary forms used by conveyancers, 
and according to those forms which disclose part only of the 
transaction.” But the protection given by the form of the 
conveyance to persons dealing with the mortgaged property 
ceases immediately actual notice of the trust has been disclosed, 
although this is the result of a mere accident, and thereupon a 
purchaser is entitled to inquire into the title of the apparent 
mortgagees to give a discharge for the mortgage money: Je 
Blaiberg and Abrahams’ Contract (47 W. R. 634). 

But while the practice referred to is very convenient with a 
view to facilitating dealings with the mortgaged property, it 
might have serious drawbacks if the view put forward in Powell 
v. Brodhurst (supra) was allowed to prevail, and if payment to 
one only of the mortgagees was held to discharge the property 
from the mortgage. In that case the defendant had, in March, 
1872, executed a mortgage of real estate to Barnzerr and Brrcs 
to secure £6,000. In 1875 £1,000 of this amount was repaid. 
Both the mortgagees died, and in September, 1878, the executor 
of the survivor transferred the mortgage debt of £5,000 and 
the securities to Carrmett Harrison and J.C. Incram. In 
1888 a further £1,000 was paid off, and in 1890 the debt of 
£4,000, and the securities were transferred to Dz Paravicini 
and James Incram, In 1892 the mortgagor sent two cheques, 
each for £500, to the firm of Incram & Harrison, and 
these sums were accepted by Oarrmett Harrison ia 
part discharge of the mortgage debt. They were paid into 
the account of the firm and were credited in their books to the 
mortgagor, the subsequent interest being paid by the firm on 
the remaining £3,00u. Dz Paravicint died in September, 
1897, and Jamzs Incram in December of the same year, and in 
May, 1900, the executors of the latter transferred the mortgage 
debt and securities to the plaintiffs. The mortgage money was in 
fact trust money, but the mortgagor had no notice of this when 
he paid the two sums of £500. James Inaram was a partner 
in the firm of Incram & Harnison, but he was taken ill in 1891, 
and his personal attention to the firm’s business then practi- 
cally came toanend. In the opinion of Farwat, J., he had 
not in fact constituted the firm his agents to receive this trust 
money for him, and on this view there was no payment of the 
two sums of £500 to either of the mortgagees, aud consequently 
the mortgagor obtained no discharge. Oonsidering, however, 
the relation between James Incram and the firm, this point was 





was the first common jury action tried in which the writ had been issued 
during the present reign. That was a doubly interesting fact, as it also 
& hewed the progress made with the business of the courte. 


not clear, and Fanwzx1, J., decided the case on a ground 
which assumed that there had been payment to Jamus Incram, 
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The circumstance that a mortgage debt appears on an advance 
out of trust moneys to be a debt due to the m jointly 
carries with it the result that payment to any one of the mort- 

es discharges the debt at law: see Wallace v. Kelsall (7 M. 
& W. 264). If, at the same time, the mortgaged property also 
is discharged, then the payment to one of two trusteg-mortgagees 
is a good payment for all purposes, and the effect of such a 
mortgage would be to place the trust money under the sole 


control of either trustee who could to obtain repayment. 
This would mean, of course, that an advance on mortgage out 
of trust money, with the ordinary joint account clause, would be 


a breach of trust; and this was a conclusion to which FarwELt, 
J., was naturally unwilling to come. The difficulty is met by 
the consideration that a debt may continue to be a charge on 
land although it has become irrecoverable at law, and this, as 
the learned judge pointed out, is illustrated by cases where land 
is held as security for debts which are statute-barred. A mort- 
gagee, for instance, who is resisting the right of the mortgagor 
to redeem, can claim that he shall redeem only on payment of 
full arrears of interest, and not only the six years’ arrears whi 
could be recovered by the mo in an action: see Dingle 
v. Coppen (47 W. R. 279; 1899, 1 Oh. 726). 

But it is not necessary to go for analogy to the Statutes of 
Limitation. The point seems to have been in effect decided in 
Matson v. Dennis (4 De G. J. & 8. 345), and on that case Farwa11, 
J., rested his judgment. A sum of £3,000 belonging to A. & B. 
had been advanced on mortgage, the cy po being taken in 
the names of other persons. Upon asale of the property it was 
intended that they should be paid off, and they were both in 
consequence made parties to the deed of conveyance 
as persons who were to receive the £3,000. The deed 
was, however, only executed by one of them, A., and 
be by an indorsed receipt acknowledged payment of the 
£3,000 ‘‘to us.” Upon a subsequent sale it was objected that 
the concurrence of > ggasers be obtained. Srvarz, V.O., held 
(12 W. R. 596) the objection not to be maintainable, on the 
ground that the debt was joint, and that it was. effectually 
discharged by payment to one of the joint creditors, but the 
Court of Appeal (Knicur Brucs and Turner, L.JJ.) declined 
toallow that this legal technicality could free the land in equity. 
No action could be brought for the money after payment to one of 
the oo creditors, but in equity the land remained bound until a 
discharge from both had been obtained. In applying this dis- 
tinction, Farwxx1, J., pointed out that it is due to the doctrines 
of equity that the mortgagor obtains relief against the forfeiture 
of his estate, and this relief is given pe such terms as equity 
approves. One term is that he shall pay all money which, 
upon a fair consideration of the circumstances of the case, he 
ought still to pay, and into such circumstances the court will 
inquire. ‘It is not,” said the learned judge, “a question of 
fixing the mortgagor with notice of a trust, but it is the inquiry 
that the court makes to satisfy itself that it is just and equitable 
under all the circumstances to deprive the mortgagee of his 
legal title to the property comprised in the mortgage.” The 
result is to confirm the practice as to mortgages to trustees, 
and to enforce the reasonable requirement that in the case of 
& mortgagé to several mortgagees the money shall not be paid 
off except upon the receipt of all. 





COVENANTS TO PAY RATES AND TAXES. 


Tae recent decision of Lord Atverstong, O0.J., in Foulger vy. 
Arding (49 W. R. 442) is the latest addition to the long list of 
authorities on the liability which a tenant undertakes when he 
enters into a covenant to pay rates and taxes. The extent of the 
liability must, of course, depend on the language of the particular 
covenant, but in general such covenants are framed so as to 
throw all burdens on the premises as far as possible on the 
lessee, and the question is whether the words used are suitable 
'o meet the burden or payment under consideration. ‘ Land- 
lords,” it has been said, ‘‘always endeavour to extend the 
liability of the tenant by putting in additional words, and in this 
they generally succeed, for tenants havenotthesame persistency ”: 
Budd v. Marshall (5 O. P, D, 481), The same tendency is 
noted by the Lord Chief Justice in the present case, as well as the 


of discovering any guiding principles :in the decisions. 


“ These cases,” he says, ‘‘ have always ted to my-mind 
& very: great difficulty, a di not I think so much arising 
from a question of law as from the fact that these covenants 
have from time to time been modified in order to put greater or 
less—and Sep greece upon the tenant, and it 
is extremely difficult in these cases to find the governing 
principle.” 
One principle, however, has been clearly established, and it 
is a principle which the justice of the case requires. Where it 
is oo the covenant is construed as imposing on the tenant 
liability only for payments which are of a recurring nature and 
are charged in respect of the temporary occupation of the premises, 
and as ents ee landlord liable for payments exacted in respect 
of permanent improvements. “I goa long way,” said BramMwEL1, 
B., in Crosse v. Raw (23 W. BR. 6, L. R. 9 Ex. 209, at p. 
212), ‘with the argument which my brother Wiizs in 
Thompson v. Lapworth (16 W. R. 312, L. R.3 O. P., p. 158) 
described as a captivating one, that the landlord would be 
liable for what may be called capital expenditure, but not for 
expenditure which should be inst revenue.” In 
both these cases there were words in the covenant which were 
held to preclude this construction—in Thompson v. Lapworth the 
word “duties,” and in Crosse v. Raw ‘‘ outgoings” — but 
it will prevail where the covenant is less comprehensive, 
and where it includes only words which can be properly 
confined to charges of a recurring nature. Thus in Wilkinson 
v. Collyer (32 W. R. 614, 18 Q. B. D. 1) the lessee 
covenanted py ‘all — ogy | and assessments sar 
in respect of the premises during the tenancy, excepting the 
land tax and Lr tax.” Manisry, J., held that these words 
applied pie to rates and assessments of a temporary or recurring 
nature, and not to a sum charged in respect of the property 
which gave it an increased ent value. Hence an 
apportionment charged upon the owner for street paving 
expenses under the Metropolis Man ent Acts was held 
not to be within the covenant. The principle governing this 
decision was recognized by Grove, J., in Aldridge v. Forne (34 
W. R. 578, 17 Q. B. D. p. 214) as the only broad principle 
grate the matter, but there again it was held to be excluded 
y the particular language of the covenant, the word “ out- 
goings” being used. 

The cases just referred to shew that this reasonable view of 
the respective liabilities of landlord and tenant will not prevail 
where the parties have gone beyond the words “rates, taxes, 
and assessments,” and have used words of such general 
import as “ burdens,” ‘‘ duties,” or “outgoings.” In Budd 
v. Marshall (5 O. P. D. 481) the lessee covenanted to bear, pay, 
and discharge certain specified rates, and also ‘‘all other rates, 
duties, and assessments” charged on the premises or on 
the landlords or tenant in respect thereof. The landlords 
were required by the local authority to repair the drainage, 
and a justices’ order to this effect was obtained. They 
thereupon did the work, and it was held that they were entitled 
to recover the cost from the tenant. The obligation upon the 
landlords was a ‘“‘ duty” within the meaning of the covenant, 
notwithstanding that its performance involved a lasting improve- 
ment to the i In Cross v. Raw (supra) the 
covenant was similar, save that the word “ outgoings” occurred 
instead of “ duties.” The tenant made a drain which the land- 
lord might have been required by the local authority to make, 


it being ones that the was to be borne ultimately 
by the iable. It was held that the tenant could not 
recover the amount from the landlord. 


And it seems that when words of this general nature have 
been used, it is immaterial whether the covenant expressly 
extends to rates, &c., charged on the lessor in respect of the 
remises. The mode in which they may be imposed on the 
essor varies according to the provisions of the statute under 


which they are ee The work may be done by the 
local authority and the expense directly assessed upon the 
mises and made payable by the tenant, with the right, 
in the absence of agreement, to deduct the amount from 
the rent. Or the duty of doing the work may be imposed 
on the lessor in the first instance, with the right for the local 
authority to do the work upon his default and him with 





the expenses. In all such cases the use of the “ duties ” 
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or ‘‘ outgoings ”’ is sufficient to throw the expense on the tenant, 
in whatever mode it is incurred. In Brett v. Rogers (45 W. R. 
334; 1897, 1 Q. B. 525) the lessee covenanted to pay “‘ all other 
taxes, rates, duties, assessments, and impositions assessed or im- 
posed on or in respect of the premises.” The sanitary authority 
served a notice on the lessor under the Public Health (London) 
Act, 1891, directing him to abate a nuisance, and for that purpose 
to take up a defective drain and lay a new one. The lessor did 
this work and sued the lessee for the amount expended. 
It was held that the presence in the covenant of 
the word ‘duties’ made it immaterial that it did not 
contain words such as ‘‘imposed on the lessor in respect of the 
premises,” and that the tenant was liable. And this decision 
was approved by the Oourt of Appeal in Farlow v. Stevenson (48 
W. R. 213; 1900, 1 Ch. 128), where, again, the word ‘‘ duties ”’ 
occurred without any phrase expressly referring to the liability 
of the lessor. ‘‘In every case,” said Linpizy, M.R., ‘‘in which 
the word ‘ duties’ has been introduced into such a covenant the 
construction has been against the tenant and in favour of the 
landlord.” A lke result was arrived at in Antil v. Godwin (15 
Times L. R. 462), where the word used was “ outgoings,” here 
also without express reference to any charge on the lessor. The 
tenant was heid liable for the expense of drainage work required 
to be done under a notice from the sanitary authority. 

But while the words “ duties” and ‘‘ outgoings” have thus 
been held to be words of indemnity, so as to place upon the 
lessee the liability to indemnify the lessor against all expenses 
incurred in respect of the premises, no corresponding effect 
has been given to the word “imposition,” and under this it 
would seem the tenant may avoid having to reimburse to the 
landlord expenses incurred by him in the performance of a 
statutory liability. In Tidswell vy. Whitworth (15 W. R. 427, 
L. R. 2 OC. P. 326) the lessee covenanted to ‘‘ pay and discharge 
all taxes, rates, assessments, and impositions whatsoever (except 
property tax) which during the term should become payable in 
respect of the demised premises.” A notice was served on the 
lessor requiring him to have the adjoining street sewered and 
paved, and, on his default, the local authority had it done and 
charged him with the expense, which he paid. It was held 
that there had been no imposition in respect of the premises, 
but that the payment had been made by the lessor for a breach 
of duty imposed upon him by statute, and that he was not 
entitled to recover from the lessee under the covenant. This 
case was followed under like circumstances in Rawlins v. Briggs 
(27 W. R. 188, 3 C. P. D. 368). On the other hand, in Smith 
v. Robinson (41 W. R. 588 ; 1893, 2 Q. B. 53)jwhere the covenant 
extended to impositions imposed upon the demised premises, or 
on the lessor, for or in respect of the premises, the result was 
different, and the lessor was held to be entitled to recover from 
the lessee expenses incurred in complying with an order by the 
sanitary authority. In this case the lessee had covenanted to 

ir, and the nuisance was due to his failure to repair. 

the present case of Foulger v. Arding (supra) the covenant 
was similar, but there was no covenant to repair on either side. 
The county court judge decided that the tenant was liable to repay 
to the landlord expenses incurred in abating a nuisance arising 
from defective sanitary arrangements, but Lord ALvzrstonz has 
held the contrary. In arriving at this result he laid stress on 
the absence of any covenant to repair by the tenant, and this 
seems to be the main ground for distinguishing the case from 
Smith v. Robinsom. “TI think,” said the Lord Chief Justice, 
“‘ where there is no covenant to repair, and where there is no 
question of shifting or discharging a liability which the tenant 
has undertaken, you ought, in a lease in which there is no 
covenant to repair by the tenant, to find clear words in the 
i ifying covenant to put upon the tenant an obligation to 
indemnify the landlord.” Whether the presence or absence of a 
covenant to repair is a sufficient ground for varying the effect of 
the covenant to pay rates and taxes may be a matter of doubt. 
At any rate, the decision shews that we have not yet got to the 
end of the subtleties which these covenants raise. 
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REVIEWS. 
THE POOR LAW STATUTES. 


THE Pook LAw STATUTES: COMPRISING THE STATUTES IN Force 
RELATING TO THE Poor, AND TO GUARDIANS, OVERSEERS, AND 
OTHER Poom LAW AUTHORITIES AND OFFICERS, FROM ELIZABETH 
To Enp oF VicTOoRIA, WiTtH NoTEs AND Cases. IN THREE 
VoLuMES. By JAMES Brooke LITTLE, B.A., Barrister-at-Law, 
Vou. I. Shaw & Sons; Butterworth & Co. 


This volume forms the first instalment of an important work. The 
extent of the legislation affecting the relief of the poor, the poor rate, 
the law of settlement and removal, and kindred subjects will be 
gathered from the fact that the author has found it necessary to 
iuclude no less than 350 statutes in this work. He has, of 
course, been obliged to adopt a process of _ selection, 
some of the Acts being printed in extenso and fully annotated 
while in the case of others extracts only are givea, or when 
fully set out they are annotated only so far as they bear directly 
upon the subject-matter of the book—viz , the poor law. In making 
his selection the author appears to have exercised his discretion 
wisely ; as far as can be ascertained from a first perusal of the initial 
volume, no material part of any statute appears to have been omitted. 
It is only in the course of practical use of a book that defects of 
omission are brought to light, but if the whole work comes up to the 
standard of the author’s other productions we have no fear that any 
m -terial omission will occur. The present volume carries us from the 
Poor Relief Act, 1601 (the foundation of the statute law on the 
subject) to the important Parochial Assessment Act, 1836. The notes 
are clear and concise, those on settlement and removal appended to 
the Act 13 & 14 Car. 2, c. 12, being particularly good. The index 
to the present volume 1s adequate; no doubt the final volume will 
contain a general index, an mdispensable adjunct to a work of this 
magnitude, 





THE INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 


Tue INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION DIGEST: CONTAINING ALL THE 
QuEsTions SET AT THE INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATIONS OF THE 
Law Soocrety on STEPHEN’s COMMENTARIES ON THE LAWS OF 
ENGLAND, AND INTENDED AS A REVISION GUIDE TO THAT WORK. 
By ALBERT GIBsoN and ARTHUR WELDON. FourtTH EDITION. 
The Law Notes Publishing Offices. 


As long as examinations continue, students will ficd it an absorbing 
pastime to go over the questions which have been proposed to their 
redecessors and to speculate on the answers they could themselves 
ve given. Messrs. Gibson and Weldon elevate the practice into 
something more serious, and by collecting all the questions, and 
appending to each its appropriate answer, they afford the student a 
ready means of revising his work and enable him to be his 
own examiner. ‘‘Tne present edition,” 1t is said in the preface, 
‘‘ contains all the questions which have been asked at the Solicitors’ 
Intermediate Examination on Stephen’s Commentaries from the tsme 
when that work was adopted by the Law Society as the subject for 
examination down to the end of the last century. Care has been 
taken to avoid the duplication of questions and answers, aud to bring 
both up to date.” The arrangement of the work follows the order of 
Stephens, so that the student can use it in revising each part as 
he proceeds. In this manner he wiil be able readily to test whether 
he is mastering the subject of his studies. The work appeurs to be 
very useful compilation. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Eoglish Reports. Vols. V. and VI.: Huuse of Lorde, contaiu- 
ing Bligh N. 8 , Vols. 4 to 9; Bligh N. 8.. Vole, 10 aud 11; Dow and 
Ciark, Vols. 1 and 2 ; and Clark and Finnelly, Vols. 1 to 3. Stevens 
& Sons (Limited). Price 30s. each. 


Manual of Naval Law and Court Martial Procedure, in which is 
embodied Thring’s Criminal Law of the Navy, together with the 
Naval Discipline Act, with an Appendix of Praetical Forms. By J. 
E. R. STEPHENS, Barrister-at-Law, C. E. Girrorp, C.B, Fleet 
Paymaster R.N, and F. Harrison Smiru, Staff Paymaster RN. 
Stevens & Co. (Limited). Price 15s. 

The Engineer or Architect as the Arbitrator between the Employer 
and the Contractor and his other Functions under Building Contracts. 
By CHARLES CURRIE GREGORY, Barrister-at-Law. Wiliam Clowes 
& Sons (Limited). 

The South African Law Journal, February, 1901. Edited by 
W. H. 8. Bz, Solicitor, Witherby & Co. 

Land Transfer and Registration of Title under the Land Transfer 
Acts, 1875 and 1897, containing the Text of the Acts, Rules, Forms, 
Fee Order and Fee Rules, with Explanatory Notes, and the Small 
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Holdings Rules; together with Introductory Chapters and Forms for 
use in Drawing Contracts and Conditions of Sale. By J. A. Hay, 
B.A. (Cantab), Barrister-at-Law, assisted by C. H. WIpNELL, M.A. 
(Oxon.), Barrister-at-Law. Waterlow Bros. & Layton (Limited). 








CORRESPONDENCE, 


CONVERSION OF A DECEASED TRADER’S BUSINESS INTO 
A LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY, WHEN THERE ARE 
INFANT BENEFICIARIES. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Referring to Morrison v. Morrison (1901, 1 Ch. 701), and the 
decision of Buckley, J., following the decision of North, J., in the 
case therein referred to, it strikes me that the court is in error in 
thinking that the matter is one of administration—that is to say, in 
thinking that it is a question of authorizing the trustees to take a 
step (or to make an investment) which the testator has himself not 
authorized. It strikes me that the true question is one of sanction- 
ing the acts of the infant benejiciaries alone; and if the latter is the 
correct view, then it seems to me that the court has abundant juris- 
diction to sanction the act. I observe that in Morrison v. Morrison 
Buckley, J., says that no authority has been cited to him 
establishing the jurisdiction of the court, and apparently if only 
the proper authority had been produced, his lordship would have 
been disposed to make (and would have made) the order asked for. 

Now, I think that the priv ciple of the decision in Field v. Morris 
(1855, 7 De G. M. & G. 691), as expressed on p. 706—to the effect 
that the act of the infant, plus the intervention of the court sanction- 
ing the act, amounts simply to the act of the infant himself as adult 
—is the true principle which ought to be applied in cases like Morrison 
v. Morrison. Then, if that is so, it was perfectly settled that in the 
old times when common recoveries were still in use, an infaut could 
suffer a common recovery (See Coke Litt. 380.) ; and that recoveries 
suffered by infants, with the approval of the Court of Chancery (that is 
to say, uuder the sanction of the Privy Seal), were not unusual: see 
Blount’s case (Hobart 186), also Macworth’s case (1 Vern. 460). But 
of course the court was free, in the exercise of its jurisdiction, to 
sanction the recovery or to refuse to sanction it, the judge having a 
discretion in the matter : see Alban’s case (2 Salk. 567). 

I have only made the above observations by way of suggestion, 
and I venture to submit them to the consideration of yourself and of 
your readers, A.B. 


THE RIGHT OF LESSEES TO SUBSOIL OF ADJOINING ROAD. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 

Sir,—In an article on ‘“‘Injury by Vibration” which appeared in 
your journal last January (ante, p. 201) I find it stated that ‘‘ the free- 
holder’s interest in the subsoil of the road may not be, and probably 
is not ordinarily, included in the lease.” The question is an im- 
portant «ne, and I should be interested to learn what authority the 
writer had for this proposition. On general principles there seems 
no reason why a grant by way of demise should not pass the subsoil 
of an adjoining street just as much as a conveyance of the fee. It is 
always a question of intention to be collected from the Janguage of 
the instrument and from the surrounding circumstances; avd on the 
face of it the assumption seems absurd that the lessor bas reserved 
the right to the soil ad medium filum which, in the majority of cases, 
is wholly unprofitable. The Court of Exchequer Chamber in 
Ireland decided the point in Dwyer v. Rich (I. R. 6 OC. L. 144). 
In tb case Monegben, C.J., said: ‘We are of opinion 
that, umless there is something in the lease to rebut the 
ordinary presumption, a lease of land bounded by a road or river will 
carry to the lessee half the soil of the road or river adjoining.” 
This statement of the law seems hardly consistent with the 
proposition laid down in your article, W.A. J. 


[The point raised by our correspondent is an ioteresting one, and 
we should be disposed to agree with his view asa matter of law. 
But the passage he quotes from the article was not, we imagine, 
intended as a statement of law, but of fact ; the premises comprised in a 
lease of town property being usually either described as bounded by 
& street or road or shewn by a plan as so bounded.—Eb. S.J. ] 








A writer in the St. James's Gazette says that the Ozar has offended the 
Russian _% The legal profession in Russia is an exceedingly sensitive 
one. The laws are in many cases execrable, and of course they are 
exceedingly oppressive, while they are atrociously administered, venality 
being unive avd bribery incorrigible. Nevertheless, every Ozar has 
scrupulously respected the laws since Alexander I. The ites and 
lawyers are deeply irritated to find that the Czar does not share the view 

neral amongst them, that since the reform of the tribunals in 1866, the 

ws must be held inviolable by everybody alike, from the Em down- 
cation by 
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Court of Appeal. 
DAUNCEY v, HOLLOWAY. No. 1. 10th May. 


DErAMATION—SLANDER—** Monzy Scrrvenzr’’—Impvutation Nor Upon 
PLarmntirr’s PRorEsstonaL Conpucr—Wokrps Nor PER 8g AcTIONABLE—No 
Action Lies Uniess Spectra Damace nas Bren Susrarvep. 


Application by plaintiff for a new trial in an action tried before Wright, 
J., and a special jury at Gloucester. The action was brought to recover 
for slander. The plaintiff was in practice as a solicitor, and he 

brought his action against the defendant for , the words complained 
of bemg: ‘* They tell me he (the plaintiff) has gone for thousands, not 
hundreds this time,” and ‘I am told Mr. Dauncey has lost thousands.” 
The statement of claim set out that the plaintiff in the course of his 
business or profession “was, and is, in the habit of receiving moneys in 
trust for, or on behalf of, clients for investment and otherwise,’’ and that 
the words complained of were spoken of him “‘in relation to his said 
business or profession and the conducting and carrying on thereof by 
him,” and he alleged that they meant that he “‘was insolvent 
and unable, and would be unable, to pay his clients the moneys 
received or held by him in trust for, or on behalf of, them, and that 
the plaintiff had misappropriated moneys belonging to or payable to 
his clients, and that he was unfit te carry on his said business 
or profession, and to receive and hold moneys in trust for, or on behalf of, 
clients.”” The words were quite untrue and were not justified in any way. 
No special damage was proved. The sole question therefore was whether 
Wright, J., was right in directing judgment to be entered for the 
defendant, on the ground that the words were not actionable per se. Mr. 
Dauncey gave evidence that his — = as y of con- 
veyancing and the carrying through of purchases sales, and finding 
and effecting mortgages, and from time to time large sums of money came 
into his hands in relation to such matters. At the trial his counsel 
likened his particular class of work to the ancient calling of as “‘ money 
scrivener,”’ and insisted that spoken of his client as such the words were per 
se actionable. On behalf of the appellant it was now submitted that it was 
for the jury to say whether the words were spoken of the plaintiff in his 
character of a solicitor. If they were, then they were actionable per se 
without proof of special damages: Doyley v. Roberts (3 Bing N. ©. 835). 
Such words spoken of any solicitor it be actionable, but the y 
were so when spoken of a solicitor whose calling was that of a money 
scrivener. The Bisse rey was in the same position as a scrivener, for a 
scrivener was defined in Stroud’s Judicial Dict., at p. 704, a “ a person to 
it out to others at 


whom pro is entrusted for the purpose of len i 
a profit payable to his cipal, but also at a ion or bonus for 
himself, whereby he wholly or in to gain his livelihood.”” In 


Wharton’s Law Lexicon the werd was defined thus: ‘‘ When a solicitor is 
the general depositary of money of his client and other persons who 
employ him, not simply in his character of solicitor, but as a money agent, 
to invest their money on securities at his discretion, allowing pro- 
curation fees for any sum laid out on bond or mortgage, as well 
as a fee or charge for preparing the deeds, such a course of deal- 
ing is substantially the busmess of a scrivener.”” The test was whether 
y to affect a man’s credit: Whittington v. Gladwin 

(5 B. & ©. 180). Here, as they clearly imputed insolvency or bank- 
ruptcy to the plaintiff, they must reflect on his credit. On the part 
of the defendant (who did not allege the truth of the words imputed 
to him) it was denied that the statements were actionable per s+. 
The words were not spoken of the defendant in his character of a solicitor, 
nor in relation to his business asa solicitor. To say that a solicitor was 
not honest no doubt was actionable, but there was nothing defamatory in 
the words complained of ex necessitate. There was no evidence that the 
plaintiff here carried on the same business as a scrivener formerly did. A 
to his clients in hisown name. The 


scrivener invested money 
plaintiff could not say he ever When looked at reasonably, there 
was nothing in the words spoken which imputed any want of personal 


fitness on the part of the plaintiff to carry on the business of a solicitor, 


including in such the receiving of money y 
was no ple offered to shew that like a scrivener the plaintiff had been 
in the habit of having clients’ money intrusted to him before he hada 
security ready to — > a ——- 

business of a solicitor, ere being 0 
imputation with his professional conduct, in the of special damage 
no action would lie: see Ayre v. Craven (2 A. & E. 2), Gallwey v. Marshall 
(9 Ex. 294), and Brayne v. Cooper (5 M. & W. 249). 
Tux Court dismissed the appeal. 

A. L. Surrn, M.R., a could a dainettt ine words were capable 
of conveying an imputation upon the 
sallciven, aa as no specia] damage was proved the action was not main- 
tainable. The words complained of were uttered in in 
tion with persons whom he 
imputation upon the plaintiff of any im 
nection be nee ae rol ny ithe io ute that he 
carry on properly. 
por. Pe g judgment for the defendant, and this appeal Mang? 

Vavouan Wits, L.J. yep ry tee ong years ago 
their ancestors exercised that kind of wise discretion which they always 
exercised over the whole field of common law, they drew a marked dictinc- 
tion between libel and slander. It would be 
rules which confined actions of slander to a limited num 
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of 
where ‘special damage was proved : see Bullen and Leake (8rd ed.), 309 («). 
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Romer, L.J., agreed, and pointed out that when the evidence was care- 
fully looked at it was clear that the plaintiff carried on no other business 
than that ordinarily carried on by a solicitor, nor was there anything to 
shew that the words were spoken of him in respect of any special business. 
—Oounset, A. H Spokes; A. T. Lawrence, K.0., and Stuart Bevan. 
—- Oldman, Clabburn, & Co. ; Carthew §& Wheeler, for Tanner § Clarke, 

ristol. 

[Reported by Exsxisz Rerp, Barnster-at-Law. | 


Re BLUNDELL’S TRUSTS. No, 2. 10th May. 


Marrrep Woman—Restramnr on ANTICIPATION—REMOVAL—Payment Ovt 
or Covurt—IncreaseE oF INcomE—SETTLEMENT ON Huspann—Oonvey- 
aNncinG Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vicr. c. 41), s. 39. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Farwell, J., refusing to make an 
order under section 39 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, for tue removal of 
the restraint on anticipation for the purpore of increasing the income of 
the married woman. The applicant was fifty-nine years of age, had been 
married sixteen years and had no children, and consequently, in the events 
which happened, she was absolutely entitled to the funds comprised in her 
marriage settlement, subject only to the restraint on anticipation. The 
funds had been paid into court and were invested in securities authorized 
for investment of cash under the control of the court. The marri 
settlement contained much wider powers of investment than the securities 
authorized for cash under control of the court. And the present application 
was to have the funds comprised in the i settlement transferred 
out of court to the trustees of the marriage settlement, and in order 
to do so, to have the restraint on anticipation removed by thecourt. There 
was a detailed statement by a well-known firm of stockbrokers that the 
change of investment could be made so as to increase the income without 
incurring any appreciable extra risk. It was also proposed in the event 
of the present application being granted to give effect to what was said 
to be a moral obligation by settling a life interest on the husband. 
Farwell, J., refused the application, and the married woman now 
appealed. 

Tue Cover (Corts and Srirune, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Cotims, L.J., said : This isan appeal from Farwell, J, refusing to remove 
a restraint against anticipation in order to obtain payment out of court. 
It does not seem to us that any case has been made out for interfering 
with the decision of the court below. It is clear that no order ought to be 
made unless it is for the benefit of the married woman in question. Two 
reasons have been advanced why the order should be made—namely, (1) 
that the lady would obtain a larger income, and in this case no one has 
any interest in the fund except herself ; and (2) that she wishes to give her 
husband a life interest in the fand. We must approach the case from the 
point of view that the restraint on anticipation was introduced for some 
good reason. No clear ground has been made out for altering the invest- 
ments. It has not been made out that it would be for the lady’s benefit. 
No doubt a larger income would be obtained but at a greater risk. As to 
the desire to give effect to the moral obligation in favour of the husband, 
that is subordinate to the primary object of obtaining a larger income. 
Looking atall the circumstances the decision of Farwell, J., was right. 

Srreuine, L.J., was of the same opinion. The settlement ccntained a 
much wider power of investment than the securities authorized for the 
investment of cash under the control of the court in which the fund in 
question was now invested. The lady wishes to bring the fund within the 
wider power of investment. Can the court find that this is for her 
benefit? A good deal was said as to her being all but absolute owner of 
the property, but that is not sufficient reason for removing the restraint. 
As was said by Chitty, J., in Re Currey, Gibson v. Way (385 W. R. 326, 
61 L. T. 80), “‘ It must appear to the entire satisfaction of the court to be 
for her benefit so to do.’’ It was stated by the stockbrokers that the 
conversion might be made with advantage, and £100 a year more so 
obtained. That was the main object. But his lordship was not satisfied 
that it would be for the benefit of the married woman, and he did not 
think that the court ought to act on the statement of the brokers. With 
regard to the proposed resettlement in favour of the husband, that was a 
minor matter. The appeal must be dismissed.—Counsei, Butcher, K.C., 
and Strahan; R. J. Parker; Gordon Fellowes, Sousctrons, 8. F. § H. 
Noyes ; Norris, Allens, § Chapman. 


[Reported by 8. BE. Wit114Ms, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
PARKER & SMITH v. SATCHWELL & CO. (LIM.). Farwell, J. 
8th, 9th, and 10th May. 


Parent—Amount or Invention—VA.iprry—INrRrIncEMENT—SvUBSIDIARY 
1m—Passtnc-orr—Suow-carps—Form or Insuncrion. 


Action. The plaintiffs, who were the registered legal owners of 
Stockinger’s Patent No. 1815 of 1895 foran improved device for holding 
or retaining ladies’ hair, claimed an injunction to restrain the defendants 
during the continuance of their letters patent from infringing their rights 
in respect of such patent, and also an injunction to restrain the defendants 
* from selling or offering or exposing or advertising for sale or procuring 
to be sold any hair-retaining devices not of the plaintiffs’ manufacture or 
merchandize manufactured in such a style or get-up or mounted upon 
such show-cards or otherwise in such a manner as by colourable 
imitation of the plaintiffs’ devices or show-cards or otherwise to 
be calculated to t or lead to the belief that such devices are 
devices of the plaintiffs’ manufacture or merchandize,”’ and from passing 
off or enabling others to pass off their devices for the plaintiffs. It 
appeared that in 1898, when the plaintiffs acquired the patent, they settled 





on the particular form of device for binding and mounting tresses of hair 
80 as to save the use of ribbons and pins, which form they had ever since 
sold in very ae as mounted upon acard showing directions 
and four ladies’ . In the autumn of 1899 the defendants among 
other purchasers bought over two gross of the devices, almost all of whi 
were mounted on the show cards. In May, 1900, a traveller of the plain. 
tiffs deposed that the defendants were selling a device identical in form and 
purpose with the plaintiffs and mounted on very similar show-cards, but 
being of inferior quality. The plaintiffs having commenced this action, 
the defendants denied infringenent and alleged that the invention was 
neither new nor useful, nor the proper subject-matter of a patent ; they 
further submitted its anticipation by specifications of Moore in 1879, 
Bysterveld in 1883, and Shields in 1894. In August, 1900, upon motion 
for interim injunctions, Cozens-Hardy, J., refused relief, holding that it 
was not a case for an interlocutory injunction and expressing his belief 
that the defendants article would not be taken for the plantiffs’; but six 
days later it was held in the Court of Appeal (Lord Alverstone, M.R., and 
Rigby and Collins, L.JJ.) that the plaintiffs were entitled to an inter. 
locutory injunction restraining the sale of the defendants’ goods upon the 
cards complained of ; the question of the patent was not then gone into. 
Upon the hearing of the trial the defendants abandoned their plea that 
the alleged invention was a matter of common public knowledge, and also 
the anticipation by Shields’ patent as later in date than the plaintiffs’ ; 
they further submitted to the injunction as to passing-off being made 
perpetual upon terms explained in the judgment below. The question 
of ped and infringement of the letters patent No. 1,815, of 1895 was 
fought out. 
Farwet., J., made perpetual the injunction as to passing-off granted 
by the Court of Appeal, adding thereto the words ‘‘but this injunction 
was not to restrain the defendants from selling the article made in accord- 
ance with the said letters patent after the expiration of the same.”’ As to 
the question of infringement, his lordship said that the point was not 
altogether free from difficulty. In such improvements the simpler things 
were and the more useful they were the more obvious they seemed after- 
wards. Here the natural retort was, no one did discover this improvement 
before the plaintiffs. The first claim of Stockinger was for a combination 
of old devices, which seemed a perfectly good claim to his lordship, for 
claims two and three were subsidiary within the meaning of the words of 
Lord Cairns, at p. 193 of British Dynamite Co. v. Krebs (13 R. P. C. 190) ; 
the fact that what was mentioned there were old devices did not vitiate 
the patent by being a claim for such old devices as something indepen- 
dentiy claimed by the patentee in the particular patent. The plaintiffs’ 
invention consisted in the combination of the binder as a means 
of making a secure foundation for the coiffure, with arms or wings, 
as a means of coiling or arranging the hair so as to form a complete 
edifice; that was a combination having the merit of ingenuity 
and invention. It was exceedingly difficult in these cases to say 
where the inventor came in as distinguished from the mere ingenious 
manufacturer: see per Lord Alverstone, at p. 712 of Beavis v. Rylands Glass 
Co. (Limited) (17 BR. P. C. 704). The requisite amount of invention and 
supply of a want seemed to be shewn in this case. As regards the alleged 
anticipations, the claim as to Moore’s specification was almost ludicrous, 
and Bysterveld’s seemed to be something from which no useful article 
could be made. The drawings given by Stockinger simply shewed certain 
instances and were not to be taken as limiting the general statement of the 
specification. Judgment for plaintiffs as asked for, with the addition 
mentioned above.—UVounseL, W. H. Upjohn, K.C., and L. B. Sebastian ; 
J. G. Butcher, K.C., and St. J. G. Micklethwait. Soticrrors, Plunkett § 
Leader ; Gamlen, Burdett, § Gamlen, for Cottrell § Son, Bicmingham. 
[Reported by W. H. Dzarzr, Barrister-at-Law. | 


POWELL v. BRODHURST. Farwell, J. 7th and 13th May. 


Mortrcace—Parr Discuarcs or Jomst Destr—Receret sy One or Two 
Jormnt Crepirors—Remepres oF Morreacor at Law AND IN Eaquity— 
Jornt account Criause--Disciosure or Trusts. 


Action. On the lst of March, 1872, the defendant executed a mortgage 
of real estate to B. & B. to secure £6,000 and interest. In 1875 £1,000 
was repaid. Both mortgagees having died, in 1878 the executor of the 
survivor transferred the £5,000 debt and securities to Cartmell Harrison 
and J.C. Ingram. In 1888 the defendant paid off another £1,000. In 
1890 the remaming sum of £4,000 and securities were transferred to De P. 
and James Ingram. In August and September, 1892, the defendant sent 
two cheques for £500 each to the firm of Ingram & Harrison, and these 
sums were accepted by Cartmell Harrison (by a letter) as in part 
di of the mor debt. Both the sums of £1,000 previously 
paid had been in like manner by the defendant to the 
firm and had been duly applied by them. Both the sums of £500 
were paid into the account of the firm, and were credited in the books of 
the firm to the defendant, and the interest on the mortgage debt was 
throughout paid to the firm, and after September, 1892, was paid on £3,000 
only. In 1897 both De P. and James Ingram (who, though a partner in 
the firm, did not attend to business after 1891) died, and on the lst of May, 
1900, the executors of the latter transferred the mortgage debt and 
security to the plaintiffs ; in the transfer the debt was stated to be £4,000, 
but the transferees had notice of the payment of the two sums of £500 
befcre its execution. The money was fact trust money, so that no 


consideration passed to the executors from the plaintiffs, wno were in the 
same position as James Ingram. ‘The plaintiffs claimed to have an account 
taken of what was due under the covenant in the mortgage and an 
order for payment, and of what was due under the mortgage, and 
foreclosure. The defendant admitted the liability for £3,000, but no more, 
and claimed to redeem on the footing that £3,000, and not'£4,000, was 





owing on the security. 
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Farwait, J. (who delivered a considered judgment), said that two 
ions were involved—(1) the liability under the covenant, which 
yas 2 question of common law; and (2) the liability in the foreclosure 
gtion, which was a question of equity. The rule of common 
law, that payment to one of two joint creditors was a good 
discharge of the joint debt, seemed to his lordship still to 
main good; there was no possible conflict of any equitable rule 
with this, because no bill would lie in Chancery to recover a mere 
money demand; there was nothing inconsistent with this in Steeds v. 
Seeds (37 W. R. 378, 22 Q. B. D. 537), where the question was a different 
oe. Here both sides agree that it was a joint debt, and having regard to 
the words of the covenant and section 61 of the Conveyancing Act this 
gemed correct. But the joint debt was not paid to either of the joint 
qeditors, but to the firm of which one of them was a member. Such 
payment of a private debt would not support a plea of payment in the 
absence of evidence, express or implied, that the creditor had authorized 
the receipt of the money by his firm as his agents. The mere fact that 
the debtor paying would have a good cause of action against the firm to 
recover the money did not make it payment, for there could be no set-off 
either at law or in equity of the private debt of one defendant the 
joint debt of the firm : Lindley on Partnership (5th ed ), p. 292 (4). In an 
inary case one would infer agency from the receipt and expenditure of 
money by the firm and its entry in the firm’s books, but in the present case 
it was not necessary to infer that James Ingram was guilty of such a breach 
of trust as authorizing the firm to receive the money, and indeed it was 
admitted that he took very little part in the business after 1891. But 
while not holding that there was such a breach of trust, his lordship did 
not rest his judgment solely on that ground. The real contest between 
the parties was as to the extent to which the property was charged. The 
plaintiffs argued that the defendant could only redeem on the payment of 
thefull £4,000, even if only £3,000 could be recovered under the covenant at 
law. The defendant relied on Watson v. Denis (12 W. R. 596) as shewing 
that the mortgage must be diminished with the reduction of the debt. 
But in that case the reasoning of Stuart, V.C., was overruled by that of 
Knight Bruce and Turner, L JJ., in the Court of Appeal, whose judgment 
(12 W. R. 925), besides being binding in the present case, coincided with 
his lordship’s own opinion and the general practice of conveyancers. For 
if the defendant here were right the joint account clause ought never to be 
mserted where the mortgage money is held on trust, and existence of 
the trust ought always to be disclosed, a course which would revolutionize a 
settled practice of muny years’ standmg. The fallacy of the defendant’s 
— lay in the assumption that the recovery at law was the only 
t question, and in a di-regard of the principles of equity underlying 
foreclosure and redemption. The court would interfere for the benefit of the 
mortgagor on the terms of his doing equity; the mere payment of the 
principal and interest legally recoverable was not necessarily sufficient, as 
ap) in Hugill v. Wilkinsen (36 W. R, 633, 38 Ch. D, 480) and Ding’e 
¥, Coppen (47 W. R. 279; 1899, 1 Ch. 726). If a mortgagor chose to pay 
otherwise than in strict accordance with the terms of his contract, he did 
to at hisown risk, andin the present case, having in fact paid, not to the 
survivor, but to one of two, he could only rely on the receipt as at the time 
when it was given. There would be judgment for the plaintiffs in the 
usual form as in Farrer v. Lacy Hartland (34 W. RB. 22, 31 Ch. D. 42, 51), 
the principal sum due being £4,000 and not £3,000.—CounszL, J. G. 
her, K.0., and H. E. Wright; W. H. Upjohn, K.O., and G. Cave. 
aaron, Bowman § Curtis Hayward; Vertue, for Hodding § Co., 


» [Reported by W. H. Drarer, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 


WAUDBY v». WAUDBY AND BOWLAND. Jeune, P., and a Special Jury. 
6th and 9th May. 


Drvorce—Practice— Wire's Costs—D1IsaGRBEMENT OF JURY. 


This was a husband’s petition for a dissolution of his marriage. The 
questions left to the jury were—(1) Has the petitioner been guilty of 
cruelty and adultery? (which at the trial was not denied), and which the 
jury answer®d in the affirmative; (2) has the respondent condoned 
the petitioner’s cruelty and adultery? and (3) has the respondent 
been guilty of adultery with the co-respondent ? 
§ the jury were unable to agree, and the Presiden‘, declining to 
illow these findings to be recorded as a verdict, discharged the jury. 

for the respondent applied for the wife’s full costs. He contended 

that if the case was set down again the wife would be entitled to bring in 
all her costs up to the setting down of the case the second time, and to 
have her bill taxed including the costs of the late trial. Rule 158 of the rules 
applicable to this court shewed that she could have all her costs taxed that 
could be ascertained. That was the principle of Hurley v. Hurley and Menzies 
(1891, P. 367), which was binding upon tuiscourt. Until a wife is proved 
ty she is to be presumed innocent and is entitled to pledge her 
lusband’s credit. The practice of securing the wife’s costs was the out- 
come of the former practice in the old Ecclesiastical Courts of giviog her 
Costs de die in diem. The principle was clearly laid down in Robertson v. 
Robertson (6 P. D. 119) and was followed in Delaforce v. Delaforce (W.N. 
1892, 68), and in Kotchie v. Kotchie and Berlyn (Times, the 28th and 29th 
of Uctober, 1898). Suppose the wife now wished to change her solicitors, and 
others for the new trial, the court would be powerless to order her 

ony solicitors. to hand over her papers until their costs had been - On 
of the petitioner it was contended that the practice as to the wife’s 

Costs was governed by section 21 of the Matrimonial Causes Act, 1857, 
and by rules 158 and 159. In this case, however, there never had been 


any time any application for security for costs, Walker v. Walker 





the | is that pendente lite an @ 


On questions 2 and th 





(4 Sw. & Tr. 264) was an authority to.shew that a further order de die in 
a oe not be asked for unless there had been an order for security 


Jeune, P., in delivering a considered ipignent, wil: In this suit 
husband charged the wife with adultery. No application was 
wife for taxation or security for costs against the husband, and it must 
therefore, be assumed that she was in eome way enabled to 
ld pawn eae gpedincny iat at before me, sitting 
special jury, as too frequently happens, jury were unable to 
on hele verdict, and were discharged. Application wae then made 
the husband should be ordered to pay the full costs of the wife in 
of the abortive trial. Apart from the special practice of this division as 
a wife’s costs in a matrimonial suit, it is indisputable that such an appli 
tion was premature. As a general rule there can be no order as to the 
costs of a party in an abortive trial until by further proceedings the rights 
of the parties are ascertained. There is, however, in this division, as in 
the Ecclesiastical Courts which previously had cognizance of matrimonial 
matters, a well-recognized rule that a husband must 
means for his wife to bring her csee to a hearing if she is unable 
sovecal tales by which peactical effect haa bem given to it. “he. practice 
rules by whi i ven e 
4 m is made by wife that the husband 
shall pay her costs incurred up to the time of the application, and 
further pay into court, or secure, a sum estimated to be suflicient 
to cover her costs up to the hearing. A further practice once existed 
the wife's coste were taxed de dio in dien and provided 
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the hearing is concluded the judge is to decide what costs shall be 
allowed to the wife, a practice embodied in the 159th rule. The usual 
practice undoubtedly has been, and is, to allow a wife who his been 
unsuccessful her costs, but up to the limit of the amount paid into 
court or secured, with the tion of such sum as may be added, as 
above-mentioned, on account of the prolongation of the trial. Although 
in Robertson v. Robertson (6 P. D. 1 19) the view appears to have been 
taken by the Court of Appeal that such limitation ought not in practice to 
exist, that case cannot, after the observations upon it of Lord mannen in 
Smith v. Smith (7 P. D. 84), be taken as an authority governing the 
mnt Oe ant © t extent; and, as iar as I know, 
he ‘usual order’’ invariably a for at the end ofa trial in which a 
wife who has had her costs secured is unsuccessful carries a right to the 
wife to have her costs only up to the limit of the amount secured. ‘There 
are two decisions which carry further the right of a wife who has had 
her costs secured, and with regard to whose conduct a jury fail to agree. 
In Hurley v. Hurley and Menzies (1891, P. 367) it was held by voliins, J., 
that after an abortive trial a wife was entitled to her full costs; and this 


Delafi f [ do 
criticize the discretion which those learned judges exercised ia giving the 
wife ber full costs, and not her costs up to the limit of security, or to cun- 
sider whether, if those cases were in point, I should be bound to exercise 
my own discretion in the same way. It is, however, the foundation of the 
peculiar tice of this division, with regard to a wife’s costs, if the 
wife should be unable without assistance from her husband to bring her 
case to a hearing, evidenced as that is by ner applying for payment of a 
security for euch costs before the trial. As Lord Hannen ted out in 
Smith v. Smith (7 P. D. 87), it was in 1858 expressly by the full 
court, consisting of Lord On Wightman, J., and Sir Cresswell Cress- 
well, in the case of Keats v. Keats and Montezuma (1 Sw. & Tr. 324 and 358), 
that if a wife brings her case to a hearing without having previously taxed her 
costs against her husband, and fails, the husband has never then been made 
liable for her costs. In the present case, therefore, if at the late trial the wife 
had failed, she could not have obtained any costs against her husband. But if 
this be so, to give her costs would be to treat her as if she had succeeded, 
which is to my mind clearly impossible. It is true, as was so stron 
wife must to be innocent un’ 


; 
= 
oa 


@ proceeding 
to proceed to another trial, there is nothing epplying 
to tax her costs against her husband in respect of such future trial. at 
the next trial she succeede, she 
obtain her =. of both — 
a — @ respondent m refused.—Covunsst, Bargrave Deane, 
ré -» and Priestley ; Barnard, Grazebrook, Soxscrrors, life, Henley, § 
Sweet ; Long § Gardiner ; Ridsdale ¢ Son. 

[Report d by Gwrxxe Hatt, Barrister-at-Law, } 


High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
OUFIEE (dapstiont) 0. BAUER © OR (Respondents) Div. Court. 
ta 





Facrory—Rvizs as To Goop Orpsr anp Decorum—Frvas ror Drsorper 
—Trvucx Acr, 1896 (59 & 60 Vier. c. 44), 8. 1, sup-sreTion 1 (2) 
AND (c). 


This was a case stated by the justices of the City of Bristol upon an 
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information by the appellant, an inspector of factories and workshops, 
against the respondents, corset manufacturers, who were the occupiers of 
certain premises which were a factory within the meaning of the Factory 
and Workshop Acts, 1878 to 1895. The information alleged that the 

ts had committed breaches of sub-section 1 (4) and (c) of the 
1st section of the Truck Act, 1896, in that they did wfully make a 
contract with a girl named Robbins, who was employed by them, for a 
deduction in t of a fine to be deducted by them from the sum. con- 
tracted to be paid to her. by them contrary to the above Act, as the con- 
tract did not specify the acts or omissions in respect of which the fine 
might be imposed, and the fine was not in respect of some act or omission 
which caused, or was likely to cause, damage or loss to the respondents or 
their business. Amongst the rules in the contract was the following: ‘ All 
workers shall observe good order and decorum while in the factory, and shall 
not do anything which may interfere with the proper and orderly conduct of 
the business thereof, or of any department thereof ; and rhall in all respects 
obey the lawful demands of the general manager, forewoman, or super- 
intendent of their respective departments. A fine of sixpence (or less at 
the discretion of the manager) shall be paid by each worker who shall be 
guilty of any infringement of this rule.” The rales of the factory were 
in force as well during the dinner hour as at other times. On one day the 
clerk who was then in charge of the factory heard a considerable noise 
and commotion going on in the room in which the employees were having 
dinner, and on going there she discovered disorder, the said girl Robbins 
play a onl harp. > the music of which several of the other girls 
were cing, singing, and clapping their hands. This disorder was 
reported and Robbins and rome of the other girls were fined twopence 
each. It was proved that the disorder and dancing caused considerable 
dust, and that dust would cause injury to the machines, &c. The 
following isa copy of the receipt given to Robbins: ‘‘ The sum of 2d. 
has this day been received from Robbins in respect of a fine for making 
noise during dinner hour. Dated this 10th day of November, 1900.” 
Upon the above facts the appellant contended : (1) That the rule did not 
epecify the acts or omissions in respect of which a fine might be imposed ; 
(2) that the fine imposed under the said rule was not ia respect ai some 
act or omission within sub-section 1 (¢) of the Ist section of the Truck 
Act. The respondents contended that the rule sufficiently specified the 
acts and omissions in respect of which a fine might be impored, and that 
the fine in fact inflicted was in respect of an act which caused or was 
likely to cause damage or interruption or hindrance to their business. 
The justices found that good order and decorum were not observed, and 
that dancing and disorder were likely to cause damage or loss to the 
respondents, and injury to the discipline necessary to be enforced in such 
a factory. Also they found that the rule constituted a reasonable con- 
tract for securing good order and decorum in the factory and complied 
with sub-section 1 (4) and (c) of section 1, and they accordingly dismissed 
the information. 

Tue Oourr (Lord Atvenstons, 0.J., and Lawrance, J.), in dismissing 
the appeal, said that the case was not without difficulty, but they could 
not say the justices had come to a wrong conclusion. It was suggested 
that the words “‘ good order and decorum” were too general, but they 
thought the rule was sufficient, and that the fine was in respect of some 
act or omission causing damage. On the face of the finding of the 
magistrates as to the facts ot the case, the court could not hold the 
particular act of playing the music as not being part of the disorder. 
Appeal dismis:ed with costs.—Counset, Sir R Finlay, A.G., and Sutton ; 
Foote, K.0., and Douglas Metcalfe. Souticrrors, Solicitor to the Treasury ; 
G. Reader § Co. 

[Reported by E. G. Sr1tuwewt, Barrister-at-Law. } 


THE KING ». THE JUSTICES OF SUNDERLAND. Div. Court. 
22nd April and 8th May. 


Jvusrices—Disqvatirication—Possrstuiry or Bras—Licenstnc Premises— 
AGREEMENT Between CorPoraTION AND APPLICANT FOR LicENce— 
Memazrs or Corporation Srrrine as Justices at LICENSING Meerina. 


In this case a rule nisi for a certiorari was granted on the application of 
Mr. Foster and certain other gentlemen, inhabitants of Sunderland, 
calling upon the justices for the county borough of Sunderland to shew 
cause why a writ of certiorari should not issue to bring up a certain order 
of the 27th of September, 1900, erg, be provisional licence which had 
been granted to Luncan & Dalgleish (Limited), a brewery company, on 
the 26th cf September, 1900. The grounds of the motion, as stated in the 
rule, were: (1) Bias of the justices in wrongfully using their positions as 
justices in carrying into effect an agreement with Duncan & Dalgleish 
| even (2) the wrongfully granting a 3! licence at Pallion to sell 

toxicating liquors in lieu of the licence of the Londonderry Hotel, on 
payment by tbe applicant of the sum of £10,000 to the borough funds of 
Sunderland. The facts of the case, as disclosed by the affidavits, were as 
follows: In 1899 the Corporation of 


Sunderland hased 
ah s the t Pim pure some property 


provements, and, among other rties, 
@ fully-licensed house in High-street, Sundesiend, teews te the 
Londonderry Hotel. Attempts had been made by the corporation 
since — acquired the property to make arrangements for the pulli 
down rebuilding of the hotel on some part of the site acq 
by them for the purpose of the improvements, but these attempts had 
spperently not produced any result. On the 8th of August, 1900, a 
resolution of the council was passed that the council should consent to the 
transfer or lapsing of the licence of the Londonderry Hotel, and that the 
geen should be demolished, and the highways committee be instructed 
negotiate accordingly. The chairman of the highways committee was 
Gibson, and between the 8th of August and the 22nd he entered 
into negotiations with Duncan & —— (Limited), which resulted in an 
agreement of the 22nd of August, w recited the intention of the com- 








y to apply at the adjourned general annual licence meeting for a full 
icence to on or off the premises to be erected in Pallion-road, and that 
upon such application the company was desirous of offering to surrender 
an existing licence of the samenature. The agreement then provided 
in the event of the application being granted, the company should pay 
the corporation the sum of £10,000, and ithat the corporation would, upon 
the of the proposed new premises in Pallion-road, close the 
Londonderry Hotel as a licensed house and not apply or suffer any 
application to be made for the renewal of any licence thereof. The agree. 
ment further provided that should the grant and confirmation 
of the licence be revoked by proceedings in the High Oourt 
of Justice, expressly instituted for that purpose, the corpora. 
tion should repay the sum of £10,000. On the 23rd of August the 
general annual licensing meeting of the borough of Sunderland was held, 
and at that meeting there were present among others Messrs. Dix, Reed, 
Sanderson, Pratt, Burns, and Gibson, and at that meeting a notice was 
served by the solicitor for Mr. Foster and the other gentlemen on whose 
behalf the rule was moved, objecting to their adjudicating on any applica. 
tion for a licence for Pallion, on the ground that they were members of the 
corporation which was primarily interested in the granting or refusing of 
licences in that district. No application was made on behalf of Duncan 
& Dalgleish (Limited) at that meeting, but there were four other 
applications made for full licences for houses at Pallion, all of which were 
refused. The adjourned meeting was held on the 25th of September. At 
that meeting Duncan & Dalgleish (Limited) applied for a provisional 
licence for an hotel to be erected at Pallion. On that occasion the said 
Messrs. Dix, Reed, Sanderson, Pratt, Burns, and Gibson were again 
present, and a similar objection was taken on behalf of Mr. Foster and the 
other gentlemen above mentioned. The licensing committee granted a 
provisional licence, and on the 27th of September the justices contirmed 
the grant. There were present at the confirming meeting of the 27th 
thirteen magistrates, of whom seven were members of the corporation and 
six of such gentleman were Messrs. Dix, Reed, Sanderson, Pratt, Burns, 
and Gibson above mentioned. It was now contended that both the order 
originally granting the licence, and the order confirming 1t, were bad, and 
that, therefore, the confirmation order must be quashed, and that the six 
gentlemen in question had such an interest im the matter as to prevent 
them from being impartial, and to cause them to be in fact biased in favour 
of the application of Duncan & Dalgleish (Limited). ; 
Tue Court (Lord Atverstong, O.J., and Lawrance, J.) having taken 
time to consider their judgment, discharged the rule. : 
Lord ALversTonE, in reading the judgment of the court, after stating 
the above facts, said it was necessary to coneider whether the existence 
of the agreement with the corporation and the circumstances under which 
that agreement had been arranged were sufficient to disqualify the gentle- 
men in question from sitting as members of the licensmg committee or 
confirming authority. The case was not without difficulty, and no doubt 
it would be better that under such circumstances the tribunal which had 
to adjudicate upon the matter should not include gentlemen who had been 
concerned in bringing about the agreement of the 22nd of August; but in 
their opinion, both upon the authorities and upon the principles which had 
been laid down in similar cases, they could not hold that there was such 
evidence of bias as to make their action invalid. The grounds upon which 
persons in such a position were disqualified from acting were : (1) pecuniary 
interest ; (2) that a man may not act as judge in bis own case; (3) that 
the circumstances were such as to shew that a member or members of the 
tribunal was or were in fact biased, or did not act impartially. The first 
two grounds were not relied on, nor could they be upon the facts. No 
doubt the magistrates, as ratepayers of Sunderland, would be interested in 
the agreement of the 22nd of August being carried into effect ; but 
such an interest would not make it illegal for them to act, but would be 
an interest similar to that which was the subject of discussion in Reg. v. 
Rand (L. B. 1 Q B. 230, 14 W. R. Dig. 47). The real ground 
upon which the rule was attempted to be supported was that of bias 
in fact. In considering that it was necessary to keep in view 
the issue which was raised on the application of Duncan & Dalgleish 
(Limited)-it was, substantially, whether a licence was necessary 
for the Pallion district. The affidavits in opposition to the rule shewed 
that the applications had been considered upon their merits. It was 
sworn by all the persons to whose action objection was taken, that the 
licensing committee approached the consideration of the application with 
perfectly unbiased minds, and gave their decision according to conviction, 
after hearing the evidence. A similar question was raised in the case of 
Reg. v. Stockport Justices (60 J.P. 552), and the court there decided that such 
opposition was not sufficient of itself to justify them in holding that there was 
in fact bias. Rule discharged.—Counset, E. Shortt ; Atkinson, K.C., and 
EB. H. Lloyd; Dickens, K.C., and M. Lush; C. A, Russell, K.C., and 
Blaiklock. Souicrrors, J. ¢ H. Scott, for W. Bell, Sunderland; Sharpe, 
Parker, & Co., tor J. S. Nicholson, Sunderland. ° 


[Reported by E. G. Srittwaw1, Barrister-at-Law. | 


GOULDER v. ROOK. BENT v. ORMEROD. Div. Court. 13th May. 


Satz or Foon anv Davcs—Anrticie nor or THE Nature, SupsTAaNnce, AND 
Quarry or THE AnticLys Demanpgp—Begr ConTaInIna ARSENIC—DALE 
or Foop anv Drves Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 63), ss. 3, 6. 


These were cares stated by the stipendiary magistrate for Manchester 
and iustices of Lancashire sitting at ton respectively. ‘The appellant 
in the first case, who was a retailer of beer, sold to the respondent, a0 
pe agp! under the Sale of Food and Drugs Acts, beer contsining Gat 
eighth of a grain of arsenious acid per gallon. The appellant did not 
the arsenic fi the beer herself, and not know of its existence. AD 


information was preferred against her under section 6 of the Sale of Food 












May 


—_—_— 


i 


Walton, 1 
Grundy, 

Manches 
Clare, Pr 

















OI, 


ey 
—_—<—<—<— 


or a full 
ind that 
rrender 
ed that, 
uld pay 
d, upon 
ose the 
fer any 
3 agree. 
rmation 
Court 
orpora- 
ust the 
as held, 
, Bi 
ice was 
whose 
Pplica- 
8 of the 
sing of 
Duncan 
other 
sh were 
er. At 
risional 
he said 
3 again 
ind the 
inted a 
firmed 
e 27th 
on and 
Bums, 
@ order 
ad, and 
the six 
prevent 
favour 


+ taken 


stating 
‘istence 
' which 
gentle- 
ttee or 
» doubt 
ch had 
\d. been 
but in 
ch had 
13 sach 
| which 
yuniary 
3) that 
of the 
ie first 
s. No 
sted in 
t; but 
uld be 
Reg. V. 
yround 
of bias 

view 
lgleish 
essary 
hewed 
[t was 
at the 
1 with 
iction, 
ase of 
\t such 
re was 
}., and 
.» and 
harpe, 


lay. 
B, AND 
—SALE 


hester 
ellant 








THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


(Vol. 45.] 505 





May 18, 1901. 








and Drugs Act, 1875, and she was convicted subject to this case for the 

m of the High Court. It was stated in the case that arsenic was an 
ingredient injurious to health; that the quantity of arsenic in the beer 
was such as to render the same injurious to health; that arsenic did not 
form one of the constituents of beer; and that the arsenic had been un- 


- \nowingly mixed with the beer by the brewer in consequence of its having 


heen improperly introduced in the manufacture of some substance used in 
prewing. In Bent v. Ormerod the facts were similar, but the justices 
dismissed the summons. In both cases the magistrates found that the 
beer was not of the nature, substance, or quality demanded. It was 
gntended on behalf of the appellant in tne first case, and of the 
respondent in the other, that the proceedings were wrongly brought under 
section 6, but ought (if any) to have been under section 3; and that 
there was no offence under section 6, the article sold being really beer into 
which, through no fault of the appellant and without her knowledge, 
the arsenic had been introduced; and that section 6 did not apply 
to such accidental contamination. On the part of the respondent in 
Guilder v. Rook, and of the appellant in Bent v. Ormerod, it was contended 
that the proceedings were rightly brought under section 6, the article 
wld being not of the “‘ quality ’’ of the article demanded in the sense that 
itwas not wholesome. Betts v. Armstead (20 Q. B. D. 771), Parker v. Alder 
(1899, 1 Q. B. D. 20), and Dickins v. Randerson (1901, 1 Q. B. 437) were 
tited. Section 6 of the Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 1875, provides that 
“no person shall sell to the prejudice of the purchaser any article of food 
orany drug which is not of the nature, substance, and quality of the 
aticle demanded by such purchaser.”” Section 3 of thesame Act provides 
that ‘no person shall mix, colour, stain, or powder . . . any article 
of food with any in, ient or material so as to render the article injurious 
to health with the intent that it should be sold in that state, and no 
person shall sell any such article so mixed,’’ &c. Section 5 provides that 
“no person shall be convicted under section 3 in respect of the eale of any 
aticle of food or of any drug it he shews to the satisfaction of the court 
before whom he is charged tnat he did not know of the article of food 
being so mixed,’’ &c. 

Tar Court (Lord Atverstonz, O.J.,and Purimoreand Lawrance, JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal in Goulding v. Rook, and remitted the case of Bent v. 
Ormerod to the justices to convict. 

Lord Atverstonz, O.J., said that in both these cases the magistrates had 
fod that the beer was not of the nature, substance, and quality of the 
wticle demanded. That was a question of fact, and he could not ray that 
there was no evidence in support of the finding. He did not, however, 

st that any accidental presence of deleterious matter in an article of 
would necessarily make it not of the nature, substance, and quality 
demanded. It was for the magistrates in each case to find whether the 
ane applied was, or was not, of the nature, substance, and quality 


Lawrance and Pariiimore, JJ., concurred.—Counsa., Fletcher Moulton, 
K0., and Montague Lush; Lawson Walton, K.C., and Byrne; Joseph 
Walton, K.C , Pickford, K.C., B. Sutton, and Frank Mellor. Soxtcrrors, 
Grundy, Kershaw, Samson, § Co., for Grundy, Kershaw, Samson, & Co., 
Manchester ; 7. Hudson, Manchester; Snow, Fox, $ Higginson, for Harcourt 
Clare, Preston. 

[Reported by C. G. Witpranam, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


LEE v, BENT. PALMER » NOBLETT. Div. Court. 13th May. 


Saiz or Foop anp Drucs—Crrtiricate or ANALYST—SALE or Foop AND 
Drves Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c 63), ss. 6, 18. 


Thece were cases stated by justices upon informations preferred under 
tection 6 of the Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 1875, charging the appellants 
Meach case with selling to the prejudice of the purchaser beer which was 
not of the nature, substance, and quality of the article demanded 

by the purchaser. ‘The certificate of analysis adduced at the hearing 
ot the information in the first case was as follows: ‘‘ We, the under- 

aigned, public analysts for the county of Lancaster, do hereby 

certify that we have received on the llth day of December, 1900 
from P.O. Chipchase, a sample of beer for analysis, and have analyzed 
the same, and qeclare the result of our analysis to be as follows: We are 
of opinion that the said sample contains arsenic’ (Signed by the analysts), 
It was proved to the satisfaction of the justices that the sample contained 
arsenic to such an extent as to be injurious to health and that pure beer 

not contain arsenic. In Palmer v. Noblett the declaration was ‘‘ We 
ate of opinion that the said sample contains a serious quantity of arsenic.” 

Objections were taken to the certificates, but the justives in each case 
admitted them in evidence and convicted the appellants. It was con- 
fwnded on behalf of the appellants that the certificates were bad as 
tridence inasmuch as they were not in the form prescribed by section 18 
of the Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 1875, and as set forth in the schedule 

to, and did not state the constituent parts of the sample analyzed, nor 
the quantity of arsenic alleged to be therein. Fortune v. Hanson (1896, 1 
Q B. 202) ‘and Newby v. Sims (1894, 1Q. B 478) were cited. On behalf 
of the respondents Bridge v. Howard (1897, 1 Q. B. 80) and Bakewell v. 
Davis (1894, 1 Q. B. 296) were cited, and it was contended that inasmuch 
&% the certificates stated that there was arsenic in the sample, which must 
taken to mean an appreciable quantity of arsenic, there was sufficient 
tated to comply with the Act, and that a certificate was not bad because 
itdid not state sufficient to convict. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Averstons, O.J., and Lawranog and Pariimors, JJ.) 

ed the appeals and quasved the convictions. 
Atverstoneg, O,J., said that i¢ was important that the practice 
Tegard to these certificates should be uniform. They ought to 
Contain sufficient on their face to enable the magistrates to convict without 
further evidence. In the certificates in question uothing was said as to 





what amount of arsenic, if » ordinary beer con or as to 
what amount of arsenic was contaeaed in the sample. Tnese ought 
to appear on the certificate; the certificates in question were insufficient. 
Lawrance and Pariimore, JJ., concurred. 
K.0., and Montague Lush; Joseph Walton, K.0., Pickford, K.0., E. Sutton, 
and Frank Mellor. So.icrrons, Grundy, Kershaw. Samson, ¢ Co., for Grundy 
Kershaw, Samsons, § Co., Manchester ; Snow, Fox, § Higginson, for Harcourt 
Clare, Preston. 
[Reported by C. G. Witskanam, Barrister-at-Law.} 


8T. JAMES’S HALL CO. v. THE 5g COUNTY COUNCIL. Channell, J. 
7th May. 
Merrorotis—Bvurtpivc—PRevENTION OF Dancer From Fire—Mvusic Haut 
—SrrevcrcraL Derrects— Power or Country Councit To Requrre ALTERA- 

TIoNs—MerTropo.is MANAGEMENT ACT, 1878 (41 & 42 Vicr. o. 32), s. 11. 


This was an action tried before Channell, J , without a jury, the object 
of which was to obtain a decision upon section 11 of the Metropolis 
Management Act, 1878, which gave to the Metropolitan Board (now the 
London County Council, their successors) the following powers: *‘ When- 
ever it appear; to the board that . . . any house, room, or other place 
of public resort within the metropolis, containing a superficial area for the 
accommodation of the public of not less than 500 square feet, which was 
at the time of the passing of this Act authorized to be kept open, and 
which is kept open, for . . . music . . . under the authority of a 
licence granted by any court of quarter sessions, is so defective in its 
stracture that special danger from fire may result to the public frequenting 
the same, then and in every such case the board may, with the consent 
. . . of her Majesty’s principal Secretary of State . . . if in the 
qytuien of the bewes aah Coane See a ee 
expenditure, by notice in writin; e owner of suc use, room, 
= otet md | + — by such alterations therein or thereto 
as may be necessary to remedy such defects, within a reasonable time 
to be specified in such notice. . . .” There is also a pro- 
vision for an appeal to an arbitrator appointed by the First Com- 
missioner of Works, who may either confirm the notice with or without— 
modifications, or refuse to confirm it, and whose decision shall be final. 
The plaintiffs were the owners ot a hall which was authorized to be kept 
open for music prior to 1878. In 1885 the Metropolitan Board, proposing 
to proceed under section 11, prepared a drafc notice of their requirements. 
This draft notice was the subject of negotiations between the architect of 
the plaintiffs on tue one hand and the architect of the board on the other. 
The result was that modifications of what was first proposed by the board 
were agreed to, and those modifications were embdooied in the formal 
notice which was served and dated on the 10th of August, 1885. The works 
in that notice were done by the plaintiffs at a cost of upwards of £7,000. 
In 1900 the council served on the plaintiffs a second notice requiring them 
to do further works at an estimated cost of upwards of £4,000. They bad 
obtained the leave of the Secretary of State to make the requirement. The 
plaintiffs, thereupon, brought this action for a declaration that the notice 
was ultra vires and for an injunction. It was contended on their behalf 
that the powers of section 11 must be exercised once for all, and that 
having been exercised by the Metropolitan Board in 1885 they were 


exhausted. : 

CuannELL, J., gave j ent for the tiffs. He said that the 
plaintiffs were right in their contention. board had only power to 
order alterations if such alterations not could be done at a moderate 
cost, but also would, when done, rem e defects. It must therefore 
be assumed that when the works done in pursuance of the former order 
were completed, the defects were remedied, or, at all events, that in the 
opinion of the board they were remedied. The board could not next year 
have said that they themselves had made a mistake and ought to nave 
ordered something more or something different, and, if they could not, 
neither could the London Oounty Couneil who had succeeded to their 
rights. Accordingly the Metropolitan Board having exerci:ed the powers 
of section 11 1n 1885, those powers were exhausted and the London Uounty 
Oouncil could not now exercise the powers.—OounsgL, Avory, K.O., and 
Garland ; Daldy. Soxscrrors, Howlett ¢ Wilkinson ; Blazland, 


(Reported by C. G. Witsranam, Barrister-at-Law.] 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE, 
Wurrsun Vaeartion, 1901. 
Notice. 

There will be no sitting in court during the Whiteun Vacation. 

During Whiteun Vacation, all applications ‘which may require to be 
immediately or promptly heard,” are to be made to the vacation judge 
for the time being. ‘ 

Mr. Justice ag = — Pa oe a judge from Saturday, May 25th, 
to Monday, June 3 ve. 

Mr. Tustioe Buckley will sit in —— Bench Judges’ Chambers on 
Friday, May 31st. On other days wil the above period, applications 
in urgent matters may be made to tne vacation judge personally or by 


In any case of great urgency the brief of counsel 
sane Sy bee pee eee 
vits in support of the 
sheet of ,paper, signed by counsel, 
applicant entitled to, and also an en 
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addressed. as follows: ‘Chancery Official Letter: To the 


Registrar in 
Vacation, Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Royal Courts of . Justice, 


London, W.0.” 

On 2 ape for injunctions, in addition to the above,a copy of the 
writ, and a certificate of writ issued, must be sent. 

Tha = Nlapey to.the judge will be returned to the registrar. 
‘ The of the Vacation Judge for the time being can be obtained 
on application at the Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Room 136, Royal 
Oourts of Justice. 


TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Orper or Court. 


Friday, the 10th day of May, 1901. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the actions mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
*ghall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 


SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Brrnz (1900—T.—No. 1,937). 


In the Matter of the Thames White Lead Company Limited. Arthur 
‘Stopford Francis v. The Thames White Lead Company Limited. 


Mr. Justice Srmume (1900—G.—No. 1,588). 


In the Matter of the Grape Vinegar Company Limited. A. Oorbett 
Edwards v. The Grape Vinegar Company Limited. 
Hatssvry, C. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


This society held their annual dinner at the Hotel Cecil on Monday last, 

Atverstone presided, and among those present were Mr. Justice 

Bigham, Dr. W. Blake Odgers, K.C., Mr. A. Sharpe, Mr. Joseph Addison, 

Mr. Robert Ellett (President of the Incorporated Law Society), Mr. 

E. W. Garrett, Mr. W. H. Upjohn, K.C., Mr. W. V. Ball, Dr. OC. 

Herbert Smith, Mr. W. Arnold Jolly, and Mr. Frank H. Stevens (hon. 
. After the usual loyal toasts, 

Mr. G. Hensert Heap proposed ‘‘ The Bench and the Bar.’’ 

Mr. Justice Bicxam, in responding for the bench, jocosely observed that 
he represented an insignificant portion of the bench—the Puisne judges, 
whose decisions they knew were always right, but sometimes clients 
went mistakenly to the Court of Appeal, where they had a habit of 
reversing the decisions of the lower court; but then the judges of that 
court were fallible, and it was not their fault that they were always 


wrong. 

Dr. Biaxz Overrs, K.C., in responding for the bar, advised students not 
to rely for their knowledge of the law on books alone. Lord Oampbell had 
left it on record that in his early days he made a habit of attending the 
sittings of the King’s Bench, where there was a box or row reserved for 
students and juniors, and he (Dr. Blake Odgers) would like to see some 
such arrangement in existence at the present time. 

Dr. C. Hzxsert Smirx proposed ‘* The Incorporated Law Society.’’ 

Mr. Extert, in the course of a genial speech in responding to the toast, 
referred to the society’s examinations. He trusted they thought the 
manner in which they conducted their examinations was fair, and carried 
out the intentions of the Legislature. He welcomed law debating societies, 
because they made a man think clearly before he began to speak clearly. 

Lord AtvensTonz, in ing ‘‘ The Law Students’ Deba' Society. ’’ 
said that he believed it enjoyed a lo life tban any similar institu- 
tution. It had existed since 1836, and it was still full of vigour and 
activity. The members were as numerous as on any previous occasion, 
and its ranks were constantly being swollen by the students of both 
branches of the profession. He believed that the society encouraged its 
members to pass judgments upon the most important questions of politics 
and the most difficult questions of law without any reluctance. Therefore, 
he thought if, in the course of the nt of his judicial career, he 
had any hesitancy on doubtful points—and, as he = older, he might 
grow more cautious, more anxious to do right—he better propound 
the difficult questions of law to the Law Students’ Debating , and, 
on learning their views, he should feel fortified in his decision and 
be able to pronounce such a judgment as no House of Lords would 
venture to interfere with. He gave them one piece of advice, 
and that was never to give a judge credit for knowing anything. 
In this society they made friendships with the men with whom they were 
—e carry on the business of their life. They learned to one 
another, and the consequence was that when they found themselves on 
opposite sides they would —. on their contest in a straightforward and 
way. He end what Dr. Odgers had said with regard to 
the importance of students seeing cases fought out in court instead of 
depending for their knowledge entirely on books. He had given directions 
that any students who wished to attend for such a purpose should be pro- 
vided with accommodation in his court, and he felt certain that any judge 
a division — do the same if communicated with. 

. Srevens, honorary secretery of the soci responded, and gave an 
interesting account of the work of the fre mig + he ‘said, Se ina 


jt eo condition. They hoped to commence next session with 
members. 

The other toasts were ‘‘ The a Mr. W. V. Batt, and 
re coe See the Okaieman * vrepoac 
. W. OLLY. 





by | at the 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Sir Anruun Srracuzy, Ohief Justice of the Allahabad High Court, dieg 
on Tuesday last. He was educated at Charterhouse and Trinity Hall, 
Cambridge, and was calied to the bar in 1883. In 1892 he became 
standing counsel to the Goverument of the North-West Provinces ang 
Oudh, and a puiene judge of the High Oourt at Bombay in 1895, andip 
1898 was appointed Chief Justice. He was, says the Zimes correspondent, 
one of the most eminent judges in India. 


The death is announced of Mr. Gzorcz Burttzr Kennett, town clerk of 
Norwich, at the age of sixty-five years, after a few duys’ illness. My. 
Kennett was admitted in 1864, and held many offices in No 
being clerk to the River Yare Commissioners and to the Visiting Committe 
of the City Asylum and clerk to the Burial Board. He was, we beli 
clerk to justices for over twenty years. Mr. Kennett was widely known as 
the editor of Stone’s Justices’ M»nual. 





APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Ernest Harron Hiu1, of the firm of Messrs. J. E. & E. H. Hill, 
solicitors, Halifax, bas been appointed Coroner for the Halifax District of 
the West Riding of Yorkshire and the Honour of Pontefract, in succession 
to Mr. William Barstow, J.P. 

Mr. Wii11am 8. Goppazp, barrister-at-law, has been appointed Deputy 
Coroner of the City of Westminster. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
DissoLuTions. 

Ausert Garp and James Atrrep Peance, solicitors (Albert Gard & 
Pearce), Devonport. May 6. 

RzcinaLtp Joun Asuiey Lumpy and Joun Epwarp Somievx Micuan, 
solicitors (Ashley Lumby & Michael), St. Stephen’s-chambers, Telegraph. 
street, London. May 9. The said Reginald John Ashley Lumby will 
continue to carry on the said business under the name or style of Ashley 
Lumby & Co. 

Harry Sxovsaiper and Morcan May, solicitors (Shoubridge & May), 
32, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London. May 8. [ Gazette, May 10. 

Wir Hunrer-Harpy and Leonarp Crarxe, solicitors (Hardy & 
Clarke), brighton. May 10. In future such business will be carried on 
by the said mard Clarke. [ Gazette, May 14 





GENERAL, 


Lord Justice Vaughan Williams is stated to be suffering from influenza, 
and it is not expected he will return again until after the Whitsun 
holidays. 


The judges bave fixed the commission days for the Summer Aesizes at 
Warwick and Birmingham on the Midland Circuit for the 20th of July 
and the 27th of July respectively. 


It is stated that his Honour Judge Broughton Edge, K.C., of the 
Clerkenwell County Oourt, who has been laid up from illness for over a 
month, is expected to resume his duties on Monday. 


Mr. Justice Cozens-Hardy announced on Tuesday that he would not 
hear any more witness actions during the present sittings, except the cases 
in that day’s list and two cases fixed for hearingon Tuesday next. Further 
considerations would be taken on Wednesday in next week. 


In the Court of Appeal on Wednesday the Lord Chief Justice, who 
was presiding, addre the members of the bar, said he had received a 
communication from the Lord Chancellor to the effect that his Majesty 
the King desires his birthday to be kept on the 24th of May in each year 
(the birthday of Queen Victoria). No business would be transacted in the 
courts on that day. 


A bon mot, says the Daily Telegraph, is attributed to Mr. Justice Mathew 

by Sir M. E. Grant Duff in the last instalment of his memoirs. A plaintiff 
objected to the dercription «f ‘‘ moneylender,’’ which counsel for the 
defendant had applied to him, and explained that he had many other 
interests besides the lending of money—for instance, he was devoted to 
birds. ‘“ Pigeons?’ asked the judge. 
A meeting of the Society of Chairmen and uty-Chairmen of Quarter 
Sessions was held on Tuesday at the Guildhall, Westminster, when 
Viscount Cross was unanimously re-elected Dag and Mr. Russell 
James Kerr vice-president. The society considered the following Parlia- 
mentary Bills and discussed other matters affecting quarter sessions: 
County Justices’ Clerks Bill, Jurors Expenses Bill, Larceny Bill, Liceralad 
Boards Bill, Licensing Law Amendment Bill, Sunday Olosing (Wales 
Act, 1881, Amendment Bill. 

The committee of Kiege Bench Judges, consisting of Justices Wright, 
Kennedy, Channell, and Phillimore, appointed to consider the question of 
the rearrangement of the present circuit system with a view to the 


continuous presence in London of a certain number of judges (six or seved 
being the suggested number) during the holding of the various assizes, # 
that the business of the Ring's Division may not be so much 


——— as is now the case, held their first samme dnp the Zima, 
w Courts on Saturday afternoon. The meeting was a privalé 
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COURT PAPERS. 






Rota or Reoistrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 












Date. Emercency Appgzat Court Mr. Justice 
“i Rora. No. 2. KEKEwica. 
Monday, May............ 20 Mr. Godfrey Mr. Lavie Mr. Leach 
EE seseccsssosecs ne King Carri Godfrey 
Wednesday ..........0.... 22 Greswell Lavie Leach 
Thureday ...........00000 23 Church i Godfrey 
Friday . 24 Farmer Lavie Leach 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Cozens-Harpy, Farwe.u. BucKLEY. 
Monday, May ........... 20 Mr. Church Mr. Pemberton Mr. King 
Toeday ................ 21 Greswell Jackson Farmer 
Wedneaday Pemberton King 
Greswell Jackson Farmer 
Church Pemberton King 





@ Tuesday, the 28th day of May, 1901, both days inclusive. 
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May 21,—Meesrs. 
Town Reside 






t-rent of £298 10s. per annum. Solicitors, 
. (See advertisement, May 4, p. 5 















and weekly 
Mewrs, Arkcoll, Cocxell. & Chadwick, London 
98 pone, Cesmsos & Sons, at the Mart, at 
53 
“qc years, to Two-fifth 


London. 





= advertisement, 







(See advertisement, this week, p. 4.) 


RESULT OF SALE. 


Mewrs, H. E. Foster & Cnanrieup sold 

. E. Fo: . atthe Mart on Wednesda: 
Freehold building Site, now ocoupied by No. 2l. Paternoster-row, 
Superficial area of 724{¢., for £6,600 This is believed to be the 
land in the Row which has been offered by public 
Freehold Building Land at Twickenham, 






Hf 









Revensions, Lire Poxrcres, &c. 


The New York Evening Post, quoted by the Albany Law Journal, says that 

H. Magruder, an ex-judge of the Maryland Oourt cf A: 

To the protest of the citizens that constables had 

, the board in charge of the matter replied that they 

Magruder stated 

suggested by a 
prominent politician that the judge should accept, and he did. - 

At a meeting of the Court of Aldermen on Tuesday, the City Solicitor, 
yhoisthe Lord Mayor’s legal assessor, reported the unanimous 
of Mr. Howard Carlile Morris, solicitor, of 2, Walbrook, who has been a 
nember of the Common Council since 1884, as alderman of the Ward of 
Walbrook, in the room of the late Mr. Samuel Green. Mr. Morris, who 
was accompanied and introduced by a deputation of the leading in- 
jebitants of his ward, was then formally admitted, taking the usual oaths 
ad declaration, and being vested in his robes as an alderman. 


The judges, Mathew and Lawrance, JJ., have fixed the following com- 
nission days for holding the summer assizes on the South-Eastern 
(irevit: Huntingdon, Tuesday, May 28; Cambridge, Thursday, May 30 ; 

St. Edmund’s, Tuesday, June 4; Norwich, Monday, June 10; 
thelmsford, Tuesday, June 18; Hertford, Tuesday, June 25; Lewes, 
feturday, June 29; Maidstone, Monday, July 8; Guildford, Tuesd 
july 16. Lawrance, J., will go on the circuit alone as far as Chelmsfo 
ad at the conclusion of business there he will return to London. Mathew, 
j, will take the second part of the circuit, beginning at Hertford. 


We have received a copy of the February issue of the South 
W. H. 8. Bell, 
It contains an excellent portrait of Sir J. Henry De Villiers, the 
(hief Justice of the Supreme Court of the Oape, with a sketch 
and a digest of cases. 

3 from one of the articles that the Incorporated Law Society 
tithe Oape of Good Hope is not in a very prosperous condition. It 
ws incorporated in 1883, but it has, eays the journal, been phlegmatic 
from its early days; it becomes more so as it gets older. Its meetings are 
inegular and ill-attended. The last general méeting, we believe, was held 
in August, 1899 (the Act provides that the annual meeting shall be held 
at Cape Town in the month of June in every year or as soon thereafter as 
What the membership is we do not know, but we 
believe it is a fact that the members do not pay their subscriptions and are 
wt asked to do so; notwithstanding this the society has a substantial 
cath balance in hand and the nucleus of a law library of some value. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Mr. Justice 
Braye. 


me Bo 
Beal 
Beal 
Mr. Justice 
Joycr, 
Mr. Jackson 


Pemberton 


Lavie 
Pugh 


The Whitsun Vacation will commence on Saturday, the 25th day of May, and terminate 


AvTon & Lxe, at the Mart, at 2 (unless previously Sold Pri _— 
‘ , No 63, Curzon-street, W., held fora rt of 1,000 years pany borg 
day of June, 1721; let upon repairing lease at £300 a year. at present producing a 
Messrs. Bell, Brodrick, & Gray, 


minutes’ 


May 22.—Messrs. W. W. Reap & Co., at the Mart, B.C at 2, in Three Lot ce | 
valuable Freehold Investments :—Tooley-street, Bu, within eight oe peor: 
London Bridge, important Investment arising from valuable 


} Pp nv extensive Freehold 

perties, ali well let to excellent tenants, principally on re airing lease, 

tenancies. at rentals amounting 4 £52: Se per Som hgag | iohon, 
mand 

on wo 

Share in a Freehold Estate at 

coln, producing £185 per annum, Solicitors, Messrs Loam a Does, 


last, . valuable 


C., embracing a 
only plot of freehold 
auction for some years. A 
about } acre in extent, was sold for 


Thesame Firm also held their usual Fortnightl teresta, 
y Sale (No, 491) of th 
Ty tril BC., on Thursday last, the chief ‘lee in thoi list being coven valuable old 
Hon for sums amoun’ with bonus additions to £53.755 on life of the Right 
oe Lord Buftield, These lots were sold for £37,590), The totai of the sale 
hivinstons. 
Absolute to Two-fifths f £22,900; life65 ... ... on . Bold £4,800 
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election 
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solicitor. 
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ee ° Equity and Law; life 72 £4,000 
ws ove eee eee oe eee ” 
” S000. Same Office and life ... 9... “ses ww» ee nee 2p ROO 
” 000, ” ” eee oes ose ie 
x» 4,000, ” ” ooo ose eee ooo oes aan » 6,600 
” 1,000, ” eee - wee wee oe oo ” 1,600 
” = Law Life; a sind cae ‘— 
” 6,000, Seottish Provident; life40 . 3. we css BIO 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, May 10, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lumirep m CHANCERY. 
Li vi Lr — Sreditors 
Brrconsnire Steamsuir Co, ys y= anaes 9 = qomeint, 


on or before June 10, to send addresses, 
debts and claims, to John William Thompson, pha Ty yt 
to send 


castle on Tyne 

British Pantixc Press, Limirep —Creditors are ao, on or before May 20, 
their names and addresses, and the their debts or claims, to Edward 
a Townsend, 62, Queen Vi st. Ryland, 11, Ironmonger lane, slor for 
iq 

CenraaL WHoiesaLe Furnisuinc Co, Lumrep—Creditors are 
oy LAL and the particulars of 

ames 42, Spring gdns, \ 

Devon prtmry ee Co, Liurrep—Creaitors are 
30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of debts or claims, to 
James Robert Mackay, 45, West Nile st, Glasgow 

Gartsipg & Co, or Mancuester, Lumrep —Creditors are required, on or before May 31, 
to send their names end addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
Lees and George Bolden, 56, Fountain st, 

Griusspy Fisuixe VesseL Owners’ Association, Lumrrep—Creditors are required, on or 
before June 24, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 

—— Avery, Fish Docks, Grimsby. Bates & Moantain, Gt Grimsby, 
solors for liquidator 

Loxpon axp InreRNaTioxaL Conversions Co, Limtsep—Creditors are ired, on or 
before June 14, to send their names and addresses, and the of debts or 

. to Frank Hall Kingham, 9 and 10, Fenchuron st. & Co, 71, Grace- 
church st, solors for liquidator 

Simptex Bort Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before June 23, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Edward Heary 
grams, ©, Seager geen, Parker & Richardson, Finsbury st, soiors to 


Waicut & Co (Brizriey Hitt), Limirep —Creditors are required, on or before May 24, to 
send their names the particulars of their debis or claims, to fhomas 
Henry Gough, 267, Castle st, Dudley. Homfray & Uo, Brierley Hill, solors for liquidator 

London Gasetie.—Tusspay, May 14. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luorep i CHancery. 

Broventon Moor Quarries Devetorment Co, Liurrep—Creditors are on or 
before June 29, to send their names and and the particulars of their debts 
or to William Harrison, Cleveland bidgs, Webster, 
ton. solor for liquidator 

CommerciaL TeLecraru Coxstructios SyypicaTs, Liatsp—Creditors are required, on or 
before June 30, to their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Cecil Queanell, 7, Angel ct, Throgmorton st. Burchells & Oo, 5, Sanctuary, 
‘Westminster. solors to liquidator . 

Fearn, Roserrsoy, & Co, Liurrsp—OCreditors are required, on or before June 25, to send 
t names and ad: and the particuiars of their 
Robertson, 79. Green st, Ascroft 

Fixance Mixes anp Inpustaizs Association, Limitep — 

il 29, di heard Trass & 





June 4, to send names and addresees, and the 

to Joseph Clement Bladen, Albion st, Hanley. 

New B. Cc T. Co, Lnarrep —Creditors are required, on or before June 24, 

ew Banvet Corrzs TaveRy 

to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur 
Jean, Gaury, Rectory House, Martin’s lane. Malkin & Co, Martin's laae, solors for 

Neenans Exrvoration Co, Liurrsp—Peta for 

Forbes, 7, Queen st, solor for 

later than 





422. 
t, Notice of 
i cliuanen of May 21 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—Faivay, May 10. 


Barrow, Sees. Saeed, Se IW June 7 Pemberton v Barrow, Byrne, J 
ew ct, Lincola’s 
Davis, Tuomas Yorks, Wine Merchant Jute 4 Davis v Davis, Byrne, J 


& 
Hanrisy, Witi1am, settle, Yorks, Solicitor June 29 Hartley v Hartley, Kekewich, J 
Vant, Settle 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fuivay, April 26. 
Anmypeve. Te Right a= Wi.tax Groner Baron, Newcastle upon Tyne June 8 
Ry rN 
B. On. t 
gasrow, Manoane', ~ keeper 98 Godtrey & Co. Halifax 
ye, Ropert, . Bucks 
B y, JOmN, Whitetisid, Lance, Dyer June 1 & Co, Manchester 
Caron, pDERIC 2 Garand, Queen Viotort 
Carp, Ta 


Bayxs Wit.iam Jogy, 








oMA8, Carman June l = 
ae La D’Oy.y, Meta ter, Strand May 
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Ghent Forme, Orechardmains, nr Tonbridge June10 Nicholson & Co, Princes st, 


Coox, Mary samt Hereford June a! Ay ~~ Hereford 

Coopsr, Writ14m Jonx, Gosport, Han o Drae May 27 Blake & Co, o— 

wotstss, Grorcr iy oh Newcastle upon Tyne, Engineer June 8 Dees & Thompson, 
lewcastile 

Fosuzr, Tuomas, er amends on Gen June 24 Simpson & Oo, Gaacochundh at 

Faseman, James. Watlington, Oxferd. Farmer == Jones, W: 

Gorr. Tuomas Arainson, Kendal, Westmorland June5 Milne, 

peas a ca, Shadwell, nr Leeds, Omnibus Preprietor May 18 Bulmer & 


won, 
G@utty, a Stiapr, Andover, Southampton May 25 Shilson & Co, St Austell, 
——> — Appivctoy, East Barnet June 4 Dawes & Sons, Angel ct, Throg- 


Bi, Taouas E Heyry, Harders rd, Peckham May 30 Carr, Gt Tower st 
Bs, Francis Tuomas Jones, May 31 Mallory, Cheltenham 
Hossox, Herry, Worcester June8 Burton, ham 
Hunt, Jauzs, Drybridge Farm, Monmouth May6 Tweedy, 
Iscax, Jonn, East Brent, Somerset, Farmer May 26 Bishop, Bridgwater 
Jzprs, CuarLes Frepesick, Streatham Hill Mey 27 Howard, Tower Loam, Moorgate 
Lapp, Axx. South Norwood June 12 


Marshall & Marshall, B: 
ne Manchester, Banker June i1 PStello, Sfancheste 





Lewis, James, Chel! dune 24 Cunliffes & Davenport, Che 

Lispop, James, Bloxwith, Staffs, Mining June 24 Evans, sisal 
Lister, Ewna, Leeds June l Booth & Co, 

Lavincston, Faxny, Liverpool May 23 Lounden & Liverpool 

Lucas, CHARLES, Redhill April 5 _Berdone & Pitfield, Petworth. Sussex 


Lyn, Marcaret, touth Shields May18 Stainton, ag Be Sbields 
LytTevtoy, Sysetia Harriet Lady, Chsntry, nr Ross, Hereford July1 James & Son, 


Mercatre, Hewniztta Ryan, t Leeks Ma .. = & Co, Leeds 

Metcaurz, Wit11am, Leeds, Inn =p & a 

Moors, Many Jaxx, Ryde, I Ay Ww 17 jf & Vo, Lincolo’s 

Nayior, Roszert, High Hold, nr Chester le Street, Ourham, 
Nicholson & Martin, A 





a May 25 


Neate, Lewis Frepesics. Birmingham, Hatter April 30 Nichols, Seningh 

Nicxo1s, Fmouat, Leeda, cages 18 Delma a te wson, Leeds 

+ aang ion elbeck st, i, Stvcieien May 30° Cain Bedford row 
Withers, of Sane 

eo Res 


‘Withers & 
zccA, Oseney cres, Camden Town May 31 Heed & teen asioghall st 
Besseck, Exizasers, Seaton st, Hampsteadrd Junel4 Riddell & hoe xr at, Bellen 
en, Herts 


16 Tuckey, 
. Kent. FH PK. Nise st heed & Reed, Basing 


Sampson, CaTrusnine, Weymouth Mey 3 27 Clowes & Co, 
, Brixton itay'3t Heed & Reed, Basinghall ¢ 


row 
Rosrson, Exizaberu 
Savketp. Wriiian, 
ball st 


Sitvesrer, Exizasets Jane, Gresham rd 
SitvesTes, Frayx, rd, Brixton "May 81 Reed & Beet, Bacinetal at 
Sreen. James Angel court Mershant June10 Hollams & Co, Mineing in 


Tomiixsox, W1i114M, Chadderton. Lancs, June 10 Ascroft & w. Oldban 
TRUELL, Bosar Hour, CB, Wimborse Minster, Dorset May 11 tee ‘& Raymond 
Wa .xxr, iy Somme tlanon Sand Hutton, Yorks Junel Crust & Co, Bev 
ere Prnxcy, Ashbourne, De Derby “7 


May 18 Smith & Bostock, Der 
Wepmone, pe Ceaares Envesr. » Wilts May 10 Frank Wedmore, ay 
y 


of the, 
Waser. Rev ane ABERCROMBIE, Whitworth, Durham Junes Dees & Thompeon, 


pon Tyne 
Wiurrnis Epuux> M Moxzison, Strea' Vice-President RIP WC 29 
— . tham, May Thomas, 





WakNING TO INTENDING Hovuss Puncuasers AND Lessexs.—Before pur. 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Tested and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary Engin 
Co. (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee 
quoted on receip t of full particulars. Established 25 years. Telegrams, 
** Sanitation,”’ ames Telephone, ‘‘ No. 316 Westminster.’’—[Anvr.] 











— Davin, East Dulwich pe Importer May 2at 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. | Putuen, James, -) rd, Builder High Court 


Pet April15 Ord 
London Gazette.—Farpay, May 10, | Ropers, we Savile ee poem Engineer 
RECEIVING ORDERS. Bradif "Tne. Wine Merchant 


May6é Ord Ma 
Rout.epce, James, Newcastle on 
Atsax, Wiitiam Gorz, Westmoreland rd, Bayswater, | ewacastle on Bot May 7 Ord Ma: 
Major in —- Army High "Court Pet | | Seen Lease Bayswater, Trailor High 


March 22 Ord May Pet May7 Ord May 7 
Arxixsoyx, Wits ja and Uxeich Arxiyson, | Srsarren, Bpwarp Naytos, Builth Wells, Brecon Butcher 
= Fruit Merchants Bradford Pet May 6 Newtown y6 Ord May 4 


pee Foots » pa Kent, Traveller pene | 


, Carey st 

Saas, Tuomas, Chase ter, nr Walsall, Staffs, Grocer May 
17at 11.30 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Nicuotson Mary, Warrington, Glass Dealer May 17 at 
230 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Noguixtox, Fpep Haney, Ashton under Lyne, Grocer My 
17 at8 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

PLayt, JAmMEs Exocu, Wittram Prant. and Brxsaus 
Heywoop Cooxson, Longton, Staffs, Eartheawar 
Manufacturers May 20 at 2.30 North Stafford Hotel, 
Stoke on Trent 


Pet Mayé Ord May6é 

Bares, Joszrz, sd General Dealer Wigan Pet | 
May7 Ord May 

oon, 5 i. nd Butcher Sheffield Pet May 6 | 


May 
Bracs, Scams Mazy, Gerrevups Mavp Biecs, and Linian 
Lucy B Milliners Birmingham 


elds, Ship Broker New- 
RLEs, Biggleswade, Be Merchant 

Bedford Pet April 10 Ord Ma’ 
Boown, <25m. Clapham, Grocer Gueeer  Wendewerth Pet May | 


May 
Busgwistox, Grorcr, ae upon Hull, + mend 
Kingston Hall 


May 7 Ord Muy 7 
Bustos, Frepsericx, Wolverbampton, Greezr Wolver- 
Carus, Ceagnes fecnss, Beighen she Oammey, Taller High | 
zs THomas jurrey, or 
Pet May7 Ord F 


Court May 
Cuogeaes © W J, Lothbury, Fiaancier’s Clerk High Court | 


Ord Mav 7 


Craw ey, ies M, and Epitn H Tu.uetr, St Leonards | 
on Sea, Boar 


= eT Keepers Hastiogs Pet April | 

o—, AuzEsD, Notting Jobmaster High Court 
it2) Ord Mayé _— PI th 

enn a8, Monk | on 

Pet May? urd May oe, — 
Cuuxton, Frawx, A oe.) Licensed Victualler 
Davin, Jous, Bhiante, Criccieth. © 

AVIES, JOnN 

Marit er Portmadoc Pet May 4 Ord May 

— Balham Wandsworth Pat * april 17 


Forp, Jouy ( Weymouth, Dairyman Dorchester | 
Pet May6 Ord May 7 ©: 


Fry. Epwazp an al Sandwich, Kent, Licensed | 
Pet May6 Ord May6é 
eee yr Catford, Kent, Desler in China Green- 
a Pet April 19 Gnd ta May 1 ne 
RGRAVE, CHARLES, »Riews sf, Cheese, 
Sigh Court Pet alay 7 pon ees | 
Heypsgnrsorx, Gronce reity—ry Farmer New- | 
castieon Tyne Pet May 4 Ord May 4 
Hveoues, Wittiam, Penrhi Undertaker | 


Pet May 7 Ord May 7 

— aa, Ween, Se Worcester Pet May 6 

Joxzs, Bicnazp Owrex, Newtown. Montgomery, Grocer 

J ~ Wi mg n+ yg SO Butcher’ 

‘owns, Wiiiiam, a a | 
Assistas.t Pet May 6 Ord May 6 

—— Grocer | 


Loxoestarr, Ww 
Meco Pet april 25 Ord Ma: 6 
, 


Gray’s inn 4 Victualler 


bet Aprili2 Ord 


exwick, Astuve Ric one, Sw 
Butcher Kingston, Surrey Bicnano, Addi Ord May 6 
PetjMay 8 Ord May — 
Mason’ A 
Victasliers High Court 


Mazen, Srerurs 


Licensed | 
Foe Ave Ord May 8 





| Jowzs, tobe Henny, St Ee 17 at 
| 11.80 Off Ree, County 
idler | —— poy p ” PARKER ee ve 
1 


er 
| Taytor, JosepH Witson, Norfolk st, Stand, Chartered | Price Wit.iam, Blaenavon, Mon, Carpenter May 17 at3 
Accountant Court Ord od Feb 23 136, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
| Taytor, THomas, —T_ Moor, jae, Lanes, Grocer | Baru, Apo.puus [s1p0Rz. Grove In, Camberwell, Rubber 
Li Pet Ma: Ord May Tyre Manutacturer May 23 at 11 Baakruptcy bidgs, 
Tay or, ;Witson, Novtolk st, Strand, Accountant High 
Court Pet Feb 7 Feb 28 Rosson, CuaRgLes Henry Mecson, Brighton, Solicitor 
omson, Grorce, Kingston upon me, Clerk Kingston May 17 at 230 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion b.dgs, srighton 
Hull Pet Mayé Ord May Bapier, Wittiam Anpen Crome tin, Oxford May 17 at 
Wars, Cuantes Epwanp, Bradford, , een Brad- 12 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 
} ford Pet May7 Ord May7 Sz.is, ARTHUR fo ag a Putney, Barrister May 2 
| FIRST MEETIN’ ati2 Bankruptcy b st 
fe as. Sistey, Raven. Gloucester May 1 18 at12 Off Rec, Station 
| Atsan, Wrii1am Gonz, Westmoreland rd, Bayswater May » Gloucester 
SKELTON, Franx, Sheffield, Musical Pasteamnaet Dealer 


| 21a¢2.30 Bankr 1) 
May 17at12 Off Bec, Figtrese in, Sheffi 


y st 
at yng” Foots t, Traveller May 17 at 
24, Railway app, London’ Br Srepaxyson, Witiiau, Ki iD upon Hell f Dane May 


ame James, Waiter James, ond omas Brown, 17at 11 Off Rec house In, Hull 
Bearborough, Timber Merchants May 20 at 11 174, | Sricinas, Sipwzy, Totnes, Manager = Coal Stores May 2 
j tion st, Birmingham at tl 6, Atheneum ter, Piymou 
| Buarx, James Epwasp, South eae 4 Ship Broker May | Sronz, Sanau, Stockport, Grocer “Bay 17at12 Off Res, 
17 at 1145 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne Coun’ gy eg 
| Bowrzr, Joszrx, Derby, Butcher May thes 11 Off Rec, | Srrarrex, Epwasp Nayior, Builth Wells Brecon, 


47, Fall st, Derby Butcher May 20at11.30 1, High st, Newtown 


Somme grower, Landport, Hants, Builder bee 17 at 3 | Swanwick. Taomas Pattie Heway, Walsall, Staffs, Cab 
Cambridge juac, High st, Portemo Driver May 20at11.3) Off Rec, Wolverhampton 
| cures, 6 Gnsincas i Gan rv rd, Tailor May 20 at 12 | Tit, Oxiven, ford, Kent, Commissim Agent May? 
ruptey Mem, Cosy at 1230 24, Railway ap, London Bridge 
| cavaeee bs Haanesr, Kiggnand, Sou Mineral Gere Witiiam Henry, Battersea, Tistaced Victualler 
Water y 21 at 12 Rec, 172, May 22atil Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
j Southampton Wipvvrp, Josspu, Joszrn SutTcuirre 


ippuP, Stra 

Frievpex, Tsomas Watson Hoipswoars, and Frep 
Git, om 7 Todmorden, Cotton Manufacturers May 
17 at 316 if Ta st, Manchester 

bier jo om Lancs, Grocer May 17 at il 


Off Rec, Count; Som Market pl, Stock 
Wi.son, FRANK iLLtAM, Sheffield, Tron: 


“cutahete Lothoury, Financier’s Clerk May 21 at12 
> . Norfolk, Farmer May 18 at 12 
ay he] Jobmaster May 21 at 11 


Crane, THOMAS, 


| Cripps, ALFRED 


at monger May 
| Davizs, Joux, "Criccieth, Carnarvon, Master at 12.30 Off Rec, Figtree ln, Sheffield 
May 17 at1l Sporteman , Portmadoc 
Deag.ixe, os ryt) - ADJUDICATIONS. 
er 
J " mi Bares, geserm, ane Lancs, General Dealer Wigat 
Evans, Joseru Henry, wr, Brecons, Tailor May Pet May v7 


17 at 12 185, High yr Tydfil Sheffield Pet May 6 


| st, Bast, ed Doncaster, Butcher 
Forster, Frepericx, Northwich, Corn Merchant May 24 Urd May 6 


at 1030 Royal Hotel, Crewe Burxiston, “Orono, K upon Hul!, Pawnbroker 
| auuscan, Bopert AlsxAxpan, Melton Mowbray sta 17 ‘et May 7 Ord May 7 
ati2 Off Rec, 1, st, Carss, Seats gon ull Brixton rd, Tailor High Court 
| | Hexpensox. Gzoncn, Tyne Durham, Farmer Pet Ma: Ord Muy 7 
at 11.15 Off Rec. 30, st, Newouatie on Tyne Cure, Ml and Maza Gaivrirus, Smethwick, ~ 
| Hv 4 ARTHUR, Leice: ters, Fancy Drapers West Bromwich Pet April 2 
May 17 at 8 wy, OY May 3 
| Jacony, Gustav, Inglewood ert Coenpetend, Leather Crane, {an Marsham, Norfolk, Farmer Norwich 
Merchant May 21 at 2 3) - agliedad Carey st Pet April 23 \ cdg 
| | Sunenn, E..a, Shambles, Worcester, y 20 at | Cuosstey, Jon 4 ot. Bboy og, Tied ot, Book- 
maker y 


High Cou 
Crooxe, Tuomas, Monk Okehampton, Devon, Constable 
Plymouth Pet May7 Ord May7 
Daviss, Joy. Rhianfa, Criccieth, Carnarvons, Master 
Portmadoc Pet May4 Ord May 4 
Dare, see: and Eanxsesr Witiiam 87s, Roath, 
une 18) Court House, N ff, Deapers ‘‘ardiff Pet March 19 Ord May? 
Kxow.zs, Epwin irs = Bosthtown, Nerf Norfolk, Painter ms , *@zoncr Snowss, Wellington, Salop, Timber 
May 18 at 1230 Uff Rec, 8, King st, Norwich Marker M et May 3 Ord May 8 
| Moon, Witttam, and Wiii1am Ganwer, Gastings, Builders’ won, yo Ouagies Weymouth Dairyman Dorch t# 
Merchants May 17 at 3 accombly Booms, Queen’s et May6 Ord 
av, Hastings Fay. Epwarp cemixvron, Sandwich Kent, Li cused 
Mversy, Beeteam Bamver Jossru oy ee | O'Neu1, Victualier terbury Ra ne ae 6 Ord May6 
| Palace 14 May 21 at 13 Benkruptey | Gronor, Lows, J ium, Smethwick, gat Grover ; 
} bidgs, ot 2 i 


st, 
bont, Car 


ll. 
Joss, Jon» fg OE 
May 22 at 














fore pur. 
oroughly 


pineering 
Fee 


“wl 
ase 


May 22 at 
‘ocer May 
May 17 at 
rocer May 
Brysauy 
rchea ware 
‘ord Hotel, 
flay 17 at8 


ll, Rubber 
ytcy bidgs, 


, Solicitor 
srighton 
May 17 at 
r May@ 
ec, Station 
mt Dealer 
her May 
s May® 
Off Ree, 
Brecon, 
wn 
taffs, Oabd 
opton 
t May? 
Victualler 
p, Sutra 
and Freep 
rers May 
17 at Il 
t 
r May 


r Wigan 
Pet May 6 
ywnbroker 
igh Court 
ck, Staffs, 
i 2 Ord 
Norwich 
st, Book- 
Constable 
, Master 
j 
u, 
d May 2 
», Timber 
Jorch ta 
Li c need 
y6 
or | Wet 
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Hssvznson, Grorcz, Tyne Dock, Durh+m, Farmer New- 
castleon Tyne Pet May4 Ord May6é 

fossarp, ALEexanpeR Kozerr, Bichmond, Butcher 
Wandsworth Pet Aprilll Ord May 6 

> ho 1AM, Penrhiwceiber, : Undertaker 


os, Bea, Worcester, Hosier 

ir 

Joxzs, A Penmaenmawr, Carnarvon, Butcher’s 
Assistaot Bangor Pet May6 Ord Mayv6 

Ksowies, Mary Exizasetu, Birmingham, Farmer Bir- 
em Pet “oa Ord ae 7 . 
s, Howazp, Birmiogham, ineer irmingham 

Ut March 4 Ord May 6 

Mans. Srzrney, Orlestone, Kent, Saddler Canterbury 

Pet MayS Ord May 8 

i. Prupence Gertrupg, Wolverhampton, Dres3- 
maker Woiverhampton Pet May6 Ora —S 

Pus. Witi1am Goop. Worcester, Auctioneer orcester 
Pet Feb 18 Ord May 8 

Piast, James Eyocu, and Wiiu1Am Pvant. and Bensamin 
Heywoop Cooxson, Longston, Staffs, Earthenware 
— Stoke upon Trent Pet May 2 Ord 

nal Hinam, Dewsbury, Yorks, Engioeer Bradford 
Pet May 6 Ord May 6 

RovrLepce, James, Newcastle on e, Wine Merchant 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet May 7 ra May 7 

fcort, Toomas WitL1am, Gt ers Conchbuilder Gt 
Yarmouth Pet May 2 Ord Ma 

Srerx, Lucas, Richmond rd, Bajewater, Tailor High 
Court Pet May7 Ord May 7 

fwirt, Marx Wi iam. og nr a Butcher’s 
Manager Leeds Pet May 7 

Tuousox, Georce, Kingston upon ‘Fa, ick Kingston 
upon Hull Pet Mayé Orda May 

Wax, CHARLES 


Epwakp, Bradford, Warehouseman 
Bradford Pet May7 Ord May 

Waisn, Tomas, Stratford, Builder High Court Pet 
April 1 Ord May 6 

Warsz, Wit11am, Bath, Ironmonger Bath Pet March 30 
Ord May 8 


London Gazette.—Tunspay, May 14. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Ayxer, Grorce Wi im, Peterborough, Engineer Peter- 
borough Pet May 11 Ord May 11 
Arrres. Wituiam Grercory. a Kent, Dairyman 
Rochester Pet May 10 Ord May 
Arrwoop, ——, Old Hill, Staffs, Butcher Dudley Pet 
y ay 
Bangetr, Francis a Buckfast] Devon, Boot 
Maker Plymouth Pet May 9 oy a 
Buuixe, Cuanves, Llangarren, Farmer A Pet 
May 1l Ord May 11 
Bixcuam, Roserr Sykes, Sheffield, Provision Merchant 
Sheffield Pet Aprilvé6 Ord May 9 
Baaptey, Water, Nottingham, > Assistant Not- 
tingham Pet May 11 Ord May 1 
BreakWELL, GeorGE, Wolverhampton, Hairdresser Wol- 
verhampton Pet May9 Ord May 
BaooxsmitH, Epwaxp, Battersea Rise. Sects High 
‘ourt Pet May 10 Ord May 10 
Burroy, Francis Girrarp, and Rosgar Jorn Burron, 
Wincobank, Yorks, Drapers Sheffield Pet May 10 
Ord May 10 
Buiizip, Son Grorce Lawrenc ~ Glastonbury, Solicitor 
Wells Pet May il Ord May 11 
Canuix, Samuet Cuartes Browahills Staffs, Grocer 
alsall Pet May 10 Ord May 10 
Ciazke, Rosert, Nottingham, Coal Miner Nottingham 
Ug 
Aypon, THowas, r ~ Accountant Canterb 
May i0 Ord May 1 sad 
Court, og King’s * ae Worm, Bricklayer Bir- 
ming Pet May 11 Ord May 1 
Cunxincuam, Groracz Mazon, 


Middlesbors h. Draper’s 
Assistant Middlesborough Pet May9 Ord May 9 
Day, Cuirrorp, Bartholomew close, Collar Manufacturer 


igh Court Pet April 22 O:d May 9 

Eiutprev, T W, Gelostone rd, Uprer ame, Bhirt 
Dresser High Court Pet April 4 Ord May 10 

Fetpman, 8 F, o — Boot Dealer High Court Pet 
April 10 Ord May 

vay Nee Maida = Ag High Court Pet April 17 Ord 


Fowtss, Joun, Nottiogham ti 
one rs Nottingham Pet May 9 


Frexcu, Tugmas, Te fpemeeth, Hay Merchant Exeter 

LOOT irmingham 
E. GEORGE, sworth, Staffs, Builder B 
Pet May 1 May 11 +s 

Goop.irrr, ie, Worthing, Florist Brighton Pet 
May9 Ord May 9 

Gnicos, Manx Woodford, Essex, Grocer High Court 
Pet April19 Ord May 10 

Horxryson, Josern. Gateshead, hes A Merchant Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet May9 Ord May 9 

Horstxy. Samve, Reynoups, Kiog’s L Norfolk, 

King’s Lynn Pet May il Ord May 11 
—. re Heywood, Butcher Bolton Pet May 9 


Treuanp, Roser, Chancery In, Restaurant Keeper High 
Court Pet April 15 Ord Ma 
Yous, Jane, Upper Tooting Wandsworth Pet Feb 26 
y9 
Jorzs, Morcan, Merthyr T dfil, Butcher M 
Pet May 9 Ord May 9 , een 
Lock, WituiaM hg Penrhiwceiber, Glam, Boot 
Mm Dealer Pontypridd Pet May9 Ord May 9 
Rtv, Joun Henny, Hanbury, or Bromsgrove, Farmer 
a ormester Pet, stay 5 Ord May 11 
korus. BSheffi Greengrocer 
May? Ord May) ” r vagcgesgs 
Mavonan, WittiaAM, and Marrigw Mavauay, Weat 
Mays > Sunderland Pet May 9 Ord 


Moox, ALrrep Ep Bi ham, G@ 
Pe Mars Ord Mahe tmingham, Grocer Birmingham 


Purtanp, James, and Wiitiam 1 me Staffs, 
Tanners Walsall : 


Pet May9 Ord May 9 

Sripson, Ricuarp, Yorks, Grocer’s Traveller Brad- 
ford Pet May 10 Ord Mai 

Srearrorp, _ Epwaprp. elinwood, Lanes, Plumber 
Oldham Pet May 11 Ord Ma: 

Srranceways, CoLvitie, Bolton, Botton, Clerk Bolton Pet May 
10 Ord May 10 

TEASDALE, ys St annue’s bie Holland pk High 
Court ot Feb. 25 Ord Ma 


fuetate Gute 


Warp, Witiiam Georcz, Ola T: nr Manchester, 
| ay poaae Manager Salford amet * apei 2% Ord 


May 

Wuxi, Wasa, Haydock. Lancs, Horse Tenter Liver- 
pool Pet May11 Ord May 11 

Witsoy, Jonw Witiiam. Bingley, Yorks, General Draper 
Bradford Pet April 22 Ord May 9 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Arxinsoy, WiLt1am Browy, and SUtrica Socraet, “<= 
ford, Fruit Merchants May 


y 22 at 11 Off Rec, 3 
Manor row, Bradford 
Bares, Josreu, Wigan, saan, Gs General Dealer May 22 at 3 
Off Rec, Exchange st, 


Ex 
Braz, Witiiax Hew, eeandaworth May 28 at12 Off 
Kec, Wolverham; 


BREAKWELL, Gzorce, Wolverhampton, Hairdresser May 

23 at 12.30 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Brown, Janz, Ciapham, Grocer ay 22 at 123) 24, 

Railway app, London 

Bucxron. Josrru. Bramley, Leeds, Currier May 22 at 11 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Burnistox, Gxorox, Kingston upon Hull, sed 

May 21 at 1130 Off Kec, Trinity House in, Hi 

Burton, Png Wolverhampton, Grocer ier 23 at 

11 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Cuarman, Cuar_es Tuomas, [ele of Ely. Cambs, Timber 
Salesman May 2iat38 Off Rec. 8, King st, Norwich 

Coox, Gzorcre Freperick, Bradford, Electrical ~ 

May 2iati1 Off Rec, 31, Manor’ zou, Bradford 

Day. CLirFrorD close, _ ~d Manufacturer 

“May 23 at it Bankru bldgs, Care: 

DEARDEN, zs A, dneew, nr —~ 4 

Flint, Brichbmaker May 28 at 3 Crypt chmbrs, East- 
gste row, Chester 

E.uiort, me yet poten Farmer May 21 at 12 
Off Rec, 47, Full st, 

Forp ome CHARLES. Wancouth, Dairyman May 21 at 
1245 Off Rec, Endless st, ee 

FREncH. . Se orem, Hay Merehent May 30 at 
10.45 Off Rec, 18, Bedford circus. 

Fry | a Swixprorp, Sandwick ire Kent, Licensed 
Victualler May 30 at 9 Off Rec, 68, Castle at, 


Canterbury 
Hanrcrave, “Cuan King’s rd, Chelsea, Fishmonger 
May 21 at Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Hopeerts, Se Langley Green, nr Oldbury, Worcester, 
Grocers Tn ye May 23 at 12.30 174, Corporation 
am 


st, Birming! 
Horxinson, Josern, Gateshead, Hay Merchant May 22 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st. Newcastle on 
Hu et ALBXANDER Rosert, Richmond, Butcher May 
11.80 24, Railwav a on Bridge 
pen Rusuton, Heywood, Butcher 1 May 23 at 3 Off 


Bolton 
Kyow.es, Mary  E.izaseru, 
Farmer May 23atll 174, a Birmingham 
LamBert, Tuomas, Buri May 24 at 
12.15 Exchange Hotel, ‘Nicholas - . Burnley 
a % Freperick, Handsworth, Staffs May 22 at 12 
174, ham 


Mcvaruig, Jonny, Gray’s inn Licensed Victualler May 
22at12 Bankruptcy Carey 
Mansu, Sreruen, Orlestone. Kent, Saddler 
May 30 at 9 30 OF ee cetaa Canterbuey 
Morcay, Wittiam Cuts, Pontypridd, — Butcher 
May 21 at12 135, nS, ee ee 
Parker, Prupencs GerTrupE. a Dress- 
May 23 at 11 30 «ff Rec, 
Pirt, Davip, j oa Man 2atlz Bank- 
ruptcy bidgs, y at 
Porter, Ropert Saaeex, Westhay, Meare, Somerset, 
Farmer Muy 22at 12.15 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Bam, by Penclawdd, Glam, Grocer May 21 at 12 
nannies Bev Toon, Dewi Yorks, Engineer 
OBERTS, H1RaM. wn, ury, Yor 
May 2lati2 Off a 31, Manor row, 
Roxsixsox, W H,Somers Town May 24 at 230 Selste 


Carey st 
aes) tein ne, Bred nr Oakhill, Grocer May 22 
a 7 James, Newcastle on -, Wine Merchant 
1 at 11,30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newco.stle on 


Tyne 

Scorrt, Tomas Wituiam, Gt Yarmouth, Coachbuilder 
Mey 21 at 230 Off Reo, 8. King st, Norwich 

Srern, Lucas, rd, Bayswater, Tailor May 23 at 
12 bldgs, Ca ey st 

Srxvens Apa Mary, Selisbury May 22 at2.30 Room 53, 
Bankruptcy bidgs, st 

one, Tela JOHN GERNARD, Windsor, Grocer May 21 at 3 
95, a 


May 21 


chmbrs, Temple 
BSrocxrox, Tuomas Witi1aM, Rochdale, Carrier May 21 
at 11 16 ‘Townhall, Rochdale 
Srranceways, COLvILL 


Bolton, Civil Service Clerk 
y 2 at 3 Bolton 


Swirrt, Manx Witwiam, Halton, 3 Leeds, Butcher's 
T « | syst it Of Ms 42, Pore Tum, Los 21 
HOMSON, GEORG 
at il’ Off Reo, Hous In ln, Hull 


Unsworts, a. Pianoforte 
May 22 at Reo, Byrom st, Manchester 

Wain, Cuartes Epwarp, Bradford, Warehouseman 
May 22at12 Off theo, Bi, Manor row, 


Bradford 
Wison, ome Regt - » ¥ Draper May 25 
atll Bee, it, thane eee row, Dradfont , 
vanan foe Oyster Dealer May 23 


at 12 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 





ADJUDICATIONS. 


Ayxer, Gzonce Wi1114m, 7 wy ee 
Peterborough Pet 11 Ord May 11 
ee Gascon, Belvedere, Kent, eure 


eS 
Staffs, Butcher Dudley Pet 
Devon, Boot- 


ArTrTRE 
Arrwoop. Joszpx, Ola 
May 9 


y 
Baggett, Francis a 4 Buckfastleigh. 
o"quaeet Pls et May 9 Ord May 9 
= : ord Ma u ougg - 

y 

Borax, Rogar Src, Ont May 10 oe 
Brapiey, Water, Ni Grocer’s Assistant Nott- 
Pet May 11 (rd 


y ll 
GrorcE. Wolverhampton, Hairdresser 
Pet Mav9 Ord May 9 
Becenmenn, Festa be mary Schoolmaster High 
y 

Buitew, Joss Grorcz Lawrence, Bristol, Solicitor 

— ae ll ae 
y a cis GIFFARD, 
1 | Pineal Yorks, Drapers bheffield Pet May 10 


10 
Casz, Joux, Brighton Brighton Pet March 22 Ord May 9 


Cia _RopertT = Basford, Ni Coal Miner 
a — , Bes — 

hon Me. bys Accountant Canterbury 
Pet May 10 Ord 


a coaee, crtatade Sumer, Horse Dele Brighton 
Coo.e, jae 2 Pemaee, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pet 


vy 
Crirrs, ALFRED Joy, R Job- 
master High Court 


Breakwe 
Woiv: 


Portobello rd, 
* Mi = oa +. 
CunNINGHAM, See | BON, ~ 
t Pet May9 Ord ~~ 9 
Dunster. Joun Staple Glos, Draper Bristol Pet 
March 26 
FPEATHERSTONHAUGE, 


rormatony Oranuts Je on Tyne Pet April 13, 

mo Nottingham Nottingham Pet May 9 

a Tuomas, ‘Teignmouth, Hay Merchant Exeter 

emu iy a 6 Reading, Plumber Reading 
Pet Aprii 


Bigh Court Pet May 7 Ord May 10 7 
= 5 Newcastle 


@ Ord Mar 


Horstzy, Samvei oi oduarit 
Builder Pet’ May 11 May ll 
King’s Lyna ay 


aa 
y 

Jems, Bonen, ae Tydfil, Butcher Merthyr Tydfil 
y 2 


L0Cr, se Paty bet wars Ore eyo 
y a 
Lonestar, Rosegt, W . Dadam, Grocer Dur- 
ham apri( 25 Ord 


Lovupoy, Ee ~ Hantowerth, Staffs Birmingham 


Ord May 11 
MoCarnis. Jouy. Millman st, "s inm rd, Licensed 
Victualler High Court Pet 12 Ord May 11 
Marxwickx, ARTHUR ag Addlestone, a 
Butcher Surrey May6 Ord May 10 


Worcester’ Pet May 11 


Masos Groner, Ghefleld, Geengrooer Sheffield Pet May 
Ord May 9 


ame Wiitiam, and Marrazw Mavosax, West 
gateer, Carters Sunderland Pet May 9 Ord 


NEAL, 1p Davin, Bat ry Cigar Importer High Court 

Begs, = Win, Pe x, Penelawd, Glam, Grocer Swansea Pet 

Saver, Winsias Arpex Crommeniy, Oxford Oxford 
Pet May 1 Ord y 

Siumrson. Bicwarp, =, Grocer's Traveller 

Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

Guses, Joux Hamitrox, Pill, Somerset Bristol Pet April 

Srrarreyx, Epwarp ey ar - Wells, Brecon, 
Batcher Newtown Pet Ma hg 

— ie 

y 

— wT poouriu.s, Bolten, Bolton, Ulerk Bolton Pet May 
10 May 10 

—— Tet Romney, Kent, Solicitor Hastings 

Manchester, Music Seller Manchester 


Mastix, Joun_ Henry, 
Le 


Usmens Wir 
Pet May9 Ord 


poser ts some AO 
the London Gazette of April 26 : 


, Goldhawk 
— Dace ot = foe March i” ana. 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 


yy, Carmarthen, Licensed Victualler 
CaP Ee oarthen -Adjad dept 14. 1800 ‘annul Apri 18,1901 
——, Ewity Pa Ladies’ 
‘ork Adjud Aug 13, 1900 Anaul May 7, 1901 


| AU letters intended for publication in the 
“* Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 








| application be made direct to the Publisher. 
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INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


CLASSES AND TUITION 


FOR ARTICLED CLERKS. 


TUTORS. 
Canter Harrison, 30, Bedford-row, W.C.—Equity, Conveyancing, Common Law, and Bankruptc 


Leonarp H. West, LD Birkbeck Bank- chambers, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


—Criminal and Magisterial Law; Probate, am and Admiralty; and 


Ecclesiastical Law. Stephen’s Commentaries. 


Cuasses for Final Students are held at the Hall of the Society on four 
afternoons each week during the following periods: August to January; | 
January to June. 

There periods afford five months’ class preparation, and students are 
advised to subscribe for a full course, otherwise the work must necessarily 
be hurried. 

Students may join the classes either before or after the Intermediate 
Examination without subscribing to the course of Postal instruction, but 
it is recommended that they should avail themselves of both modes of 
instruction. 

Subscribers to either Class or Postal instruction have the opportunity of 
consulting the Tutors upon the work of the course in personal interview 
or by letter at any time. 

To those Clerks who are articled at a distance from large towns systematic 
instruction with advice and help is given, and a course of preparation 


through the post has been devised, and is found to be useful where personal 


tuition is impracticable. 

Class instruction is also provided on the selected portions of Stephen’s 
Commentaries and the subjects above named, and it is recommended that 
the classes should be joined after the expiration of a course of Postal 
instruction. Students can join the classes at any time, the fees being 
proportionate to the length of attendance, except that no fee shall be less 
than that for a three months’ course. 

Rooms are provided where subscribers may study, and books are supplied 
without extra charge. 

Periodical test examinations are held by the Tutors. 

The Classes for Intermediate Students are held in the Hall of the Society 
on three afternoons in each week during the following pericds: August to 
November, October to January, January to April, March to June. 

Subscribers may subscribe for successive classes. 

Books can be obtained from Messrs. Stevens & Sons, or other law lending 
library, for an annual subscription of a guinea and a-half to cover the 
course of work for the Final Examination, and Stepben’s Commentaries 
can be supplied to either Class of Postal Subscribers, at an annual 
subscription of one guinea, on application to the Tutor, Dr. West. 

In the case of students who have not passed the Intermediate Examina- 
tion the Postal instruction is by means of monthly papers, and deals with 
the selected portions of Stephen’s Commentaries. 

For those who have passed the Intermediate Examination instruction is 


afforded by fortnightly papers, and embraces the following subjects: 
Equity, Conveyancing, Common Law, Bankruptcy, Criminal and Magis. 
terial Law, Probate, Divorce, Admiralty, and Ecclesiastical Law. 

These papers both before and after the Intermediate Examinations are 
varied each year, so that students who may subscribe for more than one 
year’s tuition receive additional assistance. 

These courses may be commenced at auy time, but the Tutors recom. 
mend that the Intermediate course should be commenced at an early stage 
of the Articles, and the Final course soon after the Intermediate Examina. 
tion has been passe 

The results obtained have been satisfactory. Many pupils have obtained 
honours, and the percentage of passes is a high one, exceeding 85 per cent. 
of between three and four hundred pupils who last presented themselves 
for examination. It has happened on several occasions that all Class pupils 
have been successful, and the same has occurred in the case of subscribers 
to the Correspondence Courses. 


TERMS. 
FINAL. 

Class Instruction, 5 months a * ade - . £9 90 
we ss after previous Postal ‘Instruction ase on oo 7 
ve a 4 mont’ 880 
a es after previous “Postal Instruction... 660 
eo ” 3 months ? =. 

after “eae Postal Instruction... 550 

Postal Instruction, 2 years ; 880 

” ” lyear .. ee 660 
INTERMEDIATE. 

Class ae, 6 months ~~ te 
* after previous Postal Instruction... - es &e 
-s vA 8 months 440 

after previous Postal Tastraction... 330 

Postal Tastrution, 2 years... : ate 660 

2 months 440 


Articled Glerks a attend the Lectures and Classes given ot held in connection with 
the Ions of Court, under the direction of the Council of Legal Education, upon payment 
of half the fees payable by other persons not being members of an Inn of Court, the 
Couneil of the Incorporated Law Society having agreed with the Council of Lega! Educa- 
tion for payment of the remainder. Articled ks will also be admitted to the viva voce 
Examinations at the end of each Term. 

Articled Clerks may obtain particulars of such Lectures and Classes, and vouchers for 
Tickets, upon application to the Secrrrary of the Incorporated Law Society. 


Cheques and Post Office Orders should be made payable to the SECRETARY, 
and crossed ‘* Messrs. Barctay & Co , Limrrgp.’ 
Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane. June, 1898. 








ST. THOMAS’S HOSPITAL, S.E., 
NEEDS HELP. 
J. @ WAINWRIGHT, 


of Three Rooms 


BaILuizrg, TINDALL, 
garden. 





Treasurer. 


O SOLICITORS.—Two magnificent Floors 
each to be Let; suitable for large 
firm; fine staircase ; o—_ light on each floor —A 

Xy 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 


INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited. 
LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1835. CAPITAL, £500,000. 


ddress, 
8, Henrietta- street, Covent- 10, 








Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 
LAY; .—Shorthand and General Clerk (25) PPREEHOLD | GROUND- aye of £10 £100 per aye a ee Pood ‘Annuities PURCHASED or 
Se ee, Shorthand 130; quick annum, secured u) e Sun,” 
hoe oot a coln’s innficids, WC. C3 fully-li od i it Interest on “ao ng thes yo re a 
care of " Bolicitors’ Journal,” 27, chancery-lane, W.C establishment 5" revervion in La? - we one tt a, F. H. CLAYTON, j i 





purchase; paying only 2} 








if. ae ior ere ere ee \ENERAL REVERSIONARY AND 
ordinary drafts 

(supervision), “Enowleage = pment = general xnovronenirs 2 ADMINIS’ ns. INVESTMENT COMPANY, LIMITED, 

routine | count Po ait UTOR P TRA- N PALL MALL, LOMDOM, 8.W. 

Apply, *C.. “Gy? Ores, Bookeale, Wethesvone, | —_|E TIONS. —Advertiser, a. made & study of 5 (auoven vrom 5 WHITEHALL.) 


Executorship Accounts, will be glad to hear 


Solicitors 












Litrire -—Solicitor (40), admitted 1885, | re- 
uires Managing vaucing oe itigious good all- 


est references. 
Office, 27, | 





A BTIcLED CLERK Required, in the Office | 

of a Firm of Solicitors of very large and varied prac- 
tice, where he would y learn the business — 

Agsiy, Law, Bo «7 ee Saeten & Bons, 46 and 47, St, 


(CLERK (23) Desires Re-engay ement as 
(Kain’s System); kno of Urban 


District Accounts ; =e ann ode 
pg Td good BB mgd, T., 104, Church- 


Goxiorrons and Others. — Missing, a 
Desk, Geet et 38 fot 1882, ~ 


e Schmid and 
Gustavus Charles Bell, relating to property at Upton Park, 
buildings. Guildhall, 





to Ayriu & Ansotp, Gresham 
London 





A. aoe 50, Bed 
AW W STATIONERS. — Wanted, an experi- 
enced Assistant. 










Wie! in the Midland Counties, for 1 a | 
Latee, Di Division, | a Head Aectatant nt Magistrates’ | the 


mnt with magisterial wo rat. “i, = OW,” care a | 
row, W. 


requiring assistance in the preparation or investigation of 
such accounts —Address, Exon, at Horncastle’s (Limited), 
61, bennett E.C, 





| RRIGHTON GRAND HOTEL.—Centre of 
splendid sea front; electric ight throughout; lift to 


all nae BA Lg ot 8 ming bath is ae inclusive terms (if 
| desired) from 1s, daily or 3} guineas weekly.—For further | 
particulars apply to Manacer, 





YSSSHOLD GROUND-RENT, £36 per 
annum, secured, in one coll+ction, on t weekly 
houses, Walworth ; rack-renta £187 ; reversion in 95 years ; 
price £875.— —Ownenk, Ivydale, Pier-avenue, Clacton-on-Sea. 


In the Matter of the Hizau 8. Maxim ze AL Con- 
powaTion (Limrrep). (In Liquida 
TOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN ; am the 
Bs Creditors of the above-named Com; ase neat, 
* | on or before Saturday, the 26th day of 
| names and addresses, the pa “> r 





as shall in such notice, or in t 
| they will be excluded from the benefit of any distribution 
| made before such debts are proved. 


Dated this 19th day of April, 1901. 
MYNARDUS DEVENIGH, Liquidator. 


/ 


| 


Established 1836, and further rset 1 by Special Act of 
Parliament, 14 & 15 Vict. c. 130. 
Share and Debenture Capital . £647,970. 


Reversions Purchased on favourable terms. Loans o 
Reversions made either at annual interest or for Seferred 
charges. Policies Purchased. 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 


ia 1823), 
Purchase Roumpegety Datomete in Real and Personal 
Property, and Life Interests and Life Policies, an 
Advance Money upon these Securities. 
Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £637,225. 
The Society has moved from 17, King’s Arms-yard, 
30, COLEMAN STREET &E.C. 


19th CENTURY BUILDING SOCIETY, 


ADELAIDE PLACE, LONDON BRIDGE, E.C. 








CHAIRMAN : 
Six HENRY WALDEMAR LAWRENCE, 
2, Mitzo-court-buildings, Temple, E.C. 


Babl., 


Prompt and Liberal Advances to Purchase, Build, of 
Im e Freehold, Leasehold, or Copyhold Property. 
t for Loans pamnae te to 44 per Cent. 
Preference Shares £10 ; Interest ‘< per Cent. 


Deposits received at 8, , gy 


FERRI Trerey 





Fz 





